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The Pursuit of Organizational Change:
Becoming and Being an Agent for Change
Ruthanne Huising
This dissertation addresses two questions: How do employees become mobilized to
initiate and drive change in organizations? How do managers draw on external and
internal resources in introducing and sustaining change projects? I answer these
questions using business process redesign (BPR) as a case of organizational change. To
answer the first question I analyze the experiences of 57 employees selected to participate
on one of seven change teams. I identify the amalgam of experiences through which
employees, although not necessarily successful in changing their own organization,
develop a commitment to working for change across organizations. In answering the
second question, I consider how managers use the resources provided by promoters of
BPR and the resources and circumstances of the firm. Drawing on data from the
introduction of organizational change projects in five organizations and career interviews
with 30 managers who began working on organizational change projects in the early
1990s, I find that the actors' relationships to the larger industry of BPR practitioners
change with experience. Actors decouple themselves from the prescriptions, language,
and tools provided by the BPR community and increasingly draw on their own
experiences and local resources. There is one important exception. Organizational actors
continue at relationship with the BPR community that allows them to sustain
their ideological commitment to the principles of BPR.
In answering the questions set out above, I reconnect isolated cases of organizational
change with environmental forces and actors. I move between the experiences and
struggles of organizational actors and the supports and possibilities offered up by actors
in the economy-wide BPR industry. In creating this connection between organizational
change and the environment, I reconceptualize change projects as more than a means of
changing an organization. They are sites of cultural production and reproduction.
Whether or not organizations change, BPR projects have the potential to change people
and produce actors who continue to reproduce BPR across organizations.
Thesis Committee:
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Preface
In this dissertation I examine how an organizational form becomes meaningful to
employees and managers. I analyze how a particular set of interests and power relations
become feasible and desirable such that these actors change their career paths. I did not
set out to study this but in the course of preliminary research was surprised to learn that
actors in organizations have such experiences. I stumbled upon a category of social
action in organizations that I found curious and relatively absent in the organization and
management literature.
To explore this process, I studied the experiences of actors in relation to an
example or a case of an organizational form - first known as reengineering and later as
business process redesign (BPR). This example was meant to be a lens through which I
could understand how an idea could become central to an organizational actor and
influence their decisions about work and career.
All good methods lessons, including the ones I received at MIT, specify that
social science is about understanding and theorizing general social processes not
particular cases (Ragin 1994). Silbey (1981) studied complaint processing in an attorney
general's office as an example of law enforcement. Van Maanen (1973) studied the
orientation of police officers as an example of occupational socialization. Fernandez
(2001) studied the retooling of a food processing plant as an example of technological
change. Osterman (2006) studied the Southwest Industrial Areas Foundation as an
example of a mass-movement social organization.
I study BPR projects as examples of organizational change. However, as I
presented and discussed my research, I found that some of my academic colleagues were
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distracted by my particular example. I found that it evoked strong, emotional responses
from those who study organizations and labor markets. I was surprised that some of my
academic colleagues got all tangled up in the example and had a hard time focusing on
the social processes I examine.
I encountered two responses. Some academics respond with derision as they find
it a curious topic for serious study; reengineering, "was a management fad, a transient
episode, a part of the wave of consulting panaceas of the early 1990s" (Williams 2003 p.
94). As such, it was the result of an unfortunate mix of unwary managers and beguiling
promoters. Similar to early studies of religious followers (Comte 1896) and social
movement participation (Smelser 1963), adopting managers are viewed as psychological
flawed - irrational and driven by passions. The fad passed when the idea was
demonstrated to be unworkable and managers came to see the fallacious nature of
reengineering. I believe that these responses reinforce what Sumatra Ghoshal (2005)
observed in his many years of teaching management. That is, ironically, many academics
who teach in management schools exhibit a collective pessimism about managers and
demonstrate this by dismissing them, paying limited attention to, and oversimplifying
them in their research. Fads are not interesting if the actors are assumed to be naive and
susceptible. However, if the actors are assumed to be thinking and critical, understanding
fads becomes more complex.
Some academics get angry about reengineering. The idea is associated with
enormous upheaval in organizations and the very first wave of mass termination of white
collar workers and middle managers. Despite the costs to employees, there is little
evidence of performance benefits for organizations. People are offended by the ability of
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an idea, an untested, over-hyped management idea, to affect material conditions.
Furthermore, reengineering, unlike public policy initiatives and regulations, was not
subject to public debate, influence, or oversight. It came from a relatively new industry
producing and pushing organizational prescriptions and indicated the power of
unchecked normative forces.
Although the dominant representation of reengineering in the academic literature
is that of a fad eradicated by its own failure and catastrophic outcomes, reengineering
persists under a new moniker, business process redesign. A healthy network of
individuals and organizations continue to sell reengineering in the thinly veiled form of
BPR. Organizations continue to pursue the possibility of a horizontal organization.
However, it remains unclear whether BPR can be successfully implemented to increase
organizational performance and there are few empirical attempts to understand this.
Further, there are abundant examples of failure (Davenport 1995). From a rational
perspective, the persistence of BPR is puzzling. The idea is marred by a controversial
history and general scorn of the media and academics.
Through these responses, I learned what counts as an acceptable topic for study.
That is, some phenomena are considered worth studying. Other phenomena are
dismissed, I think incorrectly, as things not worth knowing. Part of the reason that I
defend my selection of BPR as an example is that it is prevalent. Even if academics have
the perception that it is a fad or don't like it, hundreds of thousands of people in
organizations in the United States are exposed to it. While it matters that BPR may not
change organizations or when it does the results are undesirable from a societal
perspective these facts should not affect the way we treat the topic. That is, we can and
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should study activities and processes that may not suit our politics and belief systems.
This is particularly true when such phenomena have important implications for the daily
lives and careers of workers.
These responses had two implications for me. First, I had to spend a lot of time
explaining that I wasn't a proponent of BPR. This was time that my fellow students
studying union organizing and micro-finance did not have to waste. Second, I have been
accused of not spending enough time critiquing BPR and writing in a critical voice. Fair
enough. When I argue that some employees and managers come through BPR to have a
new perspective on organizations, I am not suggesting that they come to understand "a
truth" or "the right" way. I am describing the adoption of a new lens that like all
worldviews can be analyzed and critiqued. Again, the particular beliefs matter in so far as
they affect actors in a particular way and with particular consequences. However, the
larger point is the loss of a prior worldview and the adoption of a new one.
What I argue is as follows: Part of the explanation of BPR's tenacity is the
industry of producers who continue to promote the idea in the form books, seminars,
courses, conferences, communities, and consulting engagements. The other part of the
answer lies in understanding how BPR as an idea and a set of actions becomes feasible
and desirable for actors in organizations. Gurus and consultants rely on the patronage of
organizational actors. That is, in addition to understanding the industry or structure
surrounding BPR, it is necessary to understand the experience of managers and
employees as they are exposed to BPR and attempt to introduce and implement it in their
organization.
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"Historical currents do not irresistibly propel themselves and everyone in their
path. No matter what their broader structural or ideological roots, they both
carry along and are carried along by people, who are not merely the passengers
of history, but its pilots as well" (McAdam 1988, p.12).
Chapter 1: Introduction
Organizational change is an important form of social change. Changes in structures and
practices have implications for organizational performance and survival, and employees'
livelihoods and life chances (DiMaggio 2001). However, managers do not remake
organizations of their own accord; they do so in relation to a limited set of practices
offered up by field-level actors (DiMaggio and Powell 1983). This observation has
generated a large body of work documenting organizational adaptation to environmental
pressures (Bums and Wholey 1993, Dobbin and Sutton 1998, Mezias 1990, Tolbert and
Zucker 1983). The hypothesized mechanism through which environments influence
organizations is values or shared conceptions about appropriate practices. From the neo-
institutional perspective, environmental "pressures only work because they impact the
collective understandings and commitments of individuals inside both organizations and
institutions" (Suddaby et al 2008).
Despite proposing a cultural mechanism, these studies provide structural accounts
for organizational change with limited consideration of the actors and their relationships
to meaning systems inscribed in practices. Although there is interest in how field-level
actors generate shared commitment to practices across organizations, the focus is on their
interactions with decision-makers and elites (Child et al. 2007, Garud et al. 2002, Garud
et al. 2007, Greenwood et al. 2002). Within the organization, the work of advocating
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particular practices and attempting to integrate them falls on managers and employees.
These actors are discriminating and they need to be mobilized (Strang and Jung 2005).
Relatively little is known about the process through which organizational forms
become accepted and promoted by organizational actors. An understanding of this
process requires a study of the experiences of managers and employees as they are
exposed to new organizational forms. This experience mediated by the values inscribed
in organizational forms and related prescribed practices (Stinchcombe 1997). As such,
the content of the particular organizational form, the presentation of these forms and the
interpretations of actors must be taken into account. It is through these processes that
organizational forms may "acquire meaning and stability in their own right rather than as
instrumental tools" (Lincoln 1995, p. 1147).
1.1 Research Questions
In this dissertation, I examine the experiences of employees and managers
responsible for introducing a novel organizational form into their organization. Drawing
on data from seven change projects in five organizations, I find that employees can
become committed to particular organizational forms and mobilized to promote them
within and across organizations. I answer two questions. First, how do employees
become mobilized, their interests and resources developed in the course of an
organizational change project, to commit themselves to initiating and supporting change
in organizations? Second, how do managers draw on internal and external resources in
introducing and sustaining a change project? I examine the role of the meanings inscribed
in organizational forms and the prescribed change practices and tools accompanying
these forms. I identify how actors' relationship to the change practices associated with an
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organizational form shifts as the actors accumulate experience trying to change
organizations.
In answering the questions set out above, I reconnect isolated cases of
organizational change with environmental forces and actors. I situate the strategies,
resources, interests, and preferences of actors in relation to field-level communities,
belief systems, or environmental pressures. I move between the experiences and struggles
of organizational actors and the supports and possibilities offered up by actors in the
broader economy (Geertz 1983, Burawoy 1991). In creating this connection between
organizational change and the environment, I reconceptualize change projects as more
than a means of changing an organization. They are sites of cultural production and
reproduction. Whether or not organizations change, these projects have the potential to
change people and produce actors who continue to reproduce organization change
projects across the economy.
1.2 Business Process Redesign as a Case
I use business process redesign (BPR) as an example of organizational change. I
argue that there is a BPR culture just as there is a culture of love (Swidler 2001) and fast
food (Fantasia 1995). Consequently, I examine the division of cultural labor with respect
to BPR. Cultural specialists intentionally create and diffuse relatively coherent cultural
systems (DiMaggio 1997 p. 273). Organizational actors selectively consume and use
aspects of cultural systems in their day-to-day activities. This approach mirrors the neo-
institutional literature in the sense that action occurs on the basis of meaning and
meanings and significance is ascribed to and embedded in BPR. However my approach
diverges from the neo-institutional literature by allowing for examination of the content
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of this culture - its ideology and change practices - and the day-to-day use of this by
actors in the organization. The implication is that actors in organizations and their
practices, interpretations, and strategies come into focus. By examining lived culture, I
overcome a growing concern about neo-institutional theory's inability to speak to the
"guts of institutions" (Stinchcombe 1997, p. 17). That is, the ability of the symbolic realm
to mediate the understandings and commitments of individuals in organizations.
1.3 The Pursuit of Organizational Change
I study the people and project teams assigned to redesign some part of the
organization. An obvious question is whether the organizations are actually changed.
Does BPR work? What strategies are related to positive outcomes? Do the actors achieve
the intended outcomes and how do they do it? Although these are not my questions, the
answers to these questions are relevant to my questions. I collected data regarding
outcomes and strategies. Despite this, I do not believe I can answer questions about
whether BPR works and how to approach it.
The seven projects I studied met various fates. They illustrate some of the
unexpected and uncontrollable situations project teams encounter. One project was
cancelled when a new management team entered the organization and brought with them
the idea of Six Sigma. Two other projects were put on hold. In one case, senior
management is sitting on the design. There are different accounts for why this is the case.
The senior management account is about avoiding problems with the union. The project
sponsor believes that senior management isn't ready for such change. Most of the team
members believe the hold is temporary. In another case, the project was set aside prior to
the completion of redesign. A failed federal inspection created an organization wide
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moratorium on non-core work and team members, along with a large number of other
employees, were dispersed to various committees to address issues identified by the
inspectors.
These three cases demonstrate the place of projects in organizations. Even though
they are sanctioned and resourced by the organizational leaders, people and priorities
change. Projects get set aside and the organization moves on to something else. I believe
this is a general phenomenon and is not related to BPR. Organizations start things and
don't finish them.
Organizational change can also be a long, drawn-out process. Two projects in a
consumer goods company, that I began studying in January of 2006 and followed until
June 2007, were ongoing. The part-time teams were working through the redesign but
their work proceeded slowly as they waited for responses and decisions from
management. The organization had many teams working simultaneously and senior
managers were trying to coordinate and manage this work.
Two projects in an insurance company were implemented. They were considered
a success in that they shortened processing times, increased the validity of information,
and saved the company money. I describe the strategies used in this case in detail in
Chapter 7. The approach to changeused in this organization were distinctive and
successful but I cannot say whether equally distinctive approaches used in the first three
cases may also have been successful.
This variation in outcomes is useful for my questions but does not help me answer
questions about does BPR work. I find that team members can become committed to
BPR and working for organizational change independent of outcomes and prior to
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implementation. The commitment of team members to BPR occurs with respect to the
values and goals of BPR not outcomes. Some team members come to believe it's just the
right thing to do, a goal worthy of pursuit. I plan to continue to follow the people and
projects. Perhaps a shelved project will be revived or an implemented project dismantled.
Perhaps the team members who came to see the organization through a new lens and
decided to continue to work for organizational change will go back to being engineers,
information technology managers, and accountants.
1.4 Outline of Dissertation
In the next chapter, I describe business process redesign. I outline the rise and
decline of reengineering, as well as its reconstitution as BPR. I describe the network of
actors and organizations that produces the material and cultural products surrounding the
idea of BPR. In Chapter 3, I discuss and synthesize the literatures on cultural production,
circulation, and enactment. In Chapter 4, I describe my research design, research sites,
data collection, and data analysis.
In Chapters 5, 6, and 7, I present and analyze my data. In Chapter 5, I describe the
cultural system that the promoters of BPR have created and the observed practices of the
seven change teams. In Chapter 6, I analyze the experiences of 57 employees selected to
participate in business process redesign projects. I uncover an important unintended
consequence of organizational change initiatives, their potential to generate an explicit
mechanism of broader institutional change: agents for change. Accounts from actors
reveal that they do not begin as motivated, committed change actors however over the
course of the project some of the actors become committed to working for organizational
change. I develop a model to account for this change.
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In Chapter 7, I analyze the managers who introduce and manage BPR projects. In
examining the strategies of actors in five organizations, I consider how actors appropriate
internal resources and couple to the external cultural realm. I examine two cases in
particular: one in which the actor rejects organizational resources and tightly couples to
the environment; one in which the actors appropriates a significant amount of internal
resources and remains relatively decoupled from these environments. These opposing or
polar strategies are analyzed and triangulated with career interviews in which 30 BPR
promoters who work within organizations describe their strategies and how they changed
over time. I find that as actors gain more experience they begin to decouple from the
external, cultural realm and draw on local organizational resources and their own
experience. I interpret this as increasing pragmatism. I demonstrate that organizational
actors creatively use, reshape, and reject resources but also that how they do this changes
as they collect experience.
In Chapter 8, I conclude the dissertation. I discuss the implications of my research
for employees, organizations, and organizational theory and describe possible extensions
to this project.
-17-
Chapter 2: Business Process Redesign
BPR is an example of a bundle of practices with the ambition of transforming the
functional organizational form common to contemporary firms. In this chapter, I describe
the idea of BPR as presented in best selling books, practitioner periodicals and books, and
textbooks. I also present the history of this idea including its rise and decline under the
name reengineering and its reconstitution as BPR. Finally, I discuss in the conclusion of
this chapter some of the critique, both professional and academic, that has been applied to
BPR.
2.1 The Idea
Over the course of nearly 20 years the underlying idea of BPR has remained relatively
stable. Following the classical Weberian notion of efficient, rational organization, firms
are generally organized by function: marketing, sales, finance, human resources, and
manufacturing. Functions are the unit through which employees, work, and knowledge
are managed. Within the organization, authority and information flow vertically as
managers report up through their function to the CEO. However, proponents of BPR
point out that individual functions do not produce goods or services that customers pay
for. Instead, it is through the work activities cutting across these functions that goods and
services are produced.
Taking the perspective of the customer, proponents argue that organizations
should be structured and managed with respect to these production flows or processes. A
process is the set of tasks, work, and interactions that together produce a service or good.
For example, order fulfillment is a process whose constituent activities include inventory
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allocation, picking and packing, traffic planning, and shipping. When work is managed
by process rather than function, authority, relationships, and information are structured to
flow horizontally across functions. The vertical hierarchy is reorganized into a number of
processes. Adopting a process-oriented structure "means deemphasizing the functional
structure of the business" (Davenport 1993 p 7).
In other words, the organization is restructured around the existing horizontal
flow of the work. This is beneficial, according to proponents, because the functional
boundaries that divide the work flow are removed. These boundaries are detrimental in a
number of ways. First, they are bottlenecks for decisions and slow or prevent the sharing
of relevant information, knowledge, and skills. Second, in a functional organization, the
multitude of tasks and activities required to produce a good or service are managed
separately according to functional goals and priorities which may distract from the
overarching goal linking the tasks - filling the customer's order. Third, functionally
organized work involves specialized employees working in a sequence and handing work
off to the next specialist. Time is lost using such an approach and there is a lack of
ownership for the final product. Overall, functional boundaries purportedly decrease
responsiveness to customers' needs and prevent the application of important information,
knowledge, and skills to customers' demands (Hammer and Champy 1993).
Another common example in the process literature is "idea to offering" (See
Diagram 1). Bringing a new product to market involves employees who are fragmented
across sales, engineering, tooling, and manufacturing. The work involved proceeds either
sequentially or in parallel and then integrated. Employees in each function work
according to their own schedules and face different management, performance, and
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scheduling pressures. The "idea to offering" process integrates the goals of employees
across functions and refocuses them on meeting the needs of the customer. Employees
from engineering, marketing, and manufacturing work together and draw on their
specialized knowledge to develop products. This team is directly linked to a sales person
who brings the perspective of the customer and an employee from tooling who brings the
detailed knowledge of production design. Middle managers are not directly involved. The
segmented tasks are taken out of the hands of departmental specialists. Individuals who
would have worked in relative isolation and communicated through formal channels are
able to work in a more entrepreneurial manner. They have the information, authority, and
relationships needed to develop and manufacture a product the customer values at hand.
This is the promise of BPR.
Diagram 1. Example: Idea to Offering
Marketing Engineering
Customer
Needs and
Information
.. 
....t
.....- : .. . ,,. b-
4-
4I···
Tooling
Customer
Needs and
Information
Cross Tfunctional
handoffs and
communication
1EMarketing .& :
neering ng& Tooling Manufa rng
. . . .~~~~~~~~~~ E . . .. .. .. . .-a . . = , -
Organizing by process requires a particular state of information technology
development. With the spread of dummy terminals from managers to clerical workers in
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the 1970s (Zuboff 1988), work processes were automated and data, processed in batches
on mainframe or minicomputers, was centralized. As the capabilities of hardware,
software, and operating systems were improved, automation possibilities expanded.
However, BPR ideas were not feasible until the technology facilitated "informating"
emerged (Zuboff 1988). Informating, "symbolically renders events, objects, and
processes so that they become visible, knowable, and shareable in a new way" (Zuboff
1988 p 9). Informating technology does not just process data, it transforms them into
information. In tandem with technologies that transform data into information, is the
development of technologies that can simultaneously centralize this information for
management analysis, decision-making, and control AND decentralize this information to
the workers.
BPR depends on advanced operating systems and software for the continuous
transformation of data into information through continuous (versus batch) processing. It
also depends on client/server configurations to make this information directly available to
employees at the point of production. Together these technologies enable local decision-
making and non-sequential work. However, these technologies often reside within a
function. In order to align work across functions, Enterprise Resource Planning systems
(ERPs) software packages that integrate cross-functional operations, replacing multiple,
disconnected legacy systems are useful. SAP, a German company that developed a
leading ERP system in the early 1970s, opened an office in the United States in 1988
(Kahl 2007). The rise of rise and persistence of BPR is intertwined with technological
developments and the spread of ERP systems indicate the possibility of the BPR's
continuance.
-21-
2.2 The Rise and Decline of Reengineering and its Reconstitution as BPR
In this section, I outline the rise and decline of reengineering, as well as its reconstitution
as BPR. I describe the network of actors and organizations that produces the material and
cultural products surrounding the idea of BPR.
The Rise ofReengineering - Reengineering is one of the many innovations begat
at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology. In the late 1960s members of the computer
science and electrical engineering department became interested in the application of
information technology in business organizations. One of these people, Thomas Gerrity,
went on to complete a PhD at the Sloan School of Management. His research focused on
how computer usage affected managers. In 1969 he founded a consulting firm called the
Index Group which advised on such issues. Gerrity founded the firm with three other
MIT graduates, Fred Luconi, Richard Carpenter, and James Champy. Sloan Professor
Michael Scott Morton directed the firm in the first few years. Thomas Davenport, who
went on to write the first textbook on reengineering, was the Director of Research at the
Index Group.
The Index Group in collaboration with Michael Hammer, an engineering
professor at MIT, conducted a major study in 1988. The PRISM study - Partnership for
Research in Information Systems Management - focused on understanding how
organizations were using information technology to facilitate and improve cross-
functional work (Davenport 1995). The interest is a part of longer history of the
development and application of computers in organizations. The "systems men",
marginalized but ambitious computer systems managers, of the 1950s attempted to
establish themselves as central players in the management of the organization by
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promoting technological advances in hardware, software, and interface tools as a means
of moving from simply processing data to providing intelligence, analysis, and non-
sequential process for management (Haigh 2001). This professionalization project was
joined by academics, consultants, computer vendors, and journalists in the 1960s through
the promotion of management information systems. Haigh (2001) argues that the advent
of BPR was a continuation of this grand project.
In interviews with 100 companies, Hammer and Davenport found that most
organizations were implementing information technology to simply automate existing
work practices and thereby missing the opportunities to increase productivity (Davenport
1993, Hammer 1990, Hammer and Champy 1993). However, as they tell the story
(Davenport 1995, Hammer 2001), they found a few companies that were drawing on
technology in more creative ways and reorganizing work to exploit the benefits of
technology. Ford Motor Company reorganized its accounts payable process; IBM Credit
its financing process; Mutual Benefit Life its new policy issue process. Prior to
implementing computer systems, these organizations examined how the work was
currently done. In particular, they considered how work moved across groups of
specialists involved in a stream of activities. For example, a credit application at IBM
was handled in sequence by five specialists. The work was reorganized to be handled by
one generalist supported by a database, computerized algorithms, standardized practices,
and a senior member of the group who knew how to handle special cases (Hammer and
Champy 1993). What distinguished the actions of Ford, IBM, and Mutual Benefit Life
from the other organizations is that they had not simply automated their current ways of
working but had taken advantage of information technology's informating capabilities
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(Zuboff 1988). Not only that, they had leveraged these capabilities across functional
boundaries to delineate a work process that produced a service. These cases in which
work was reorganized across functions using information technology were the
foundational examples for what became known as reengineering.
Based on the findings of the PRISM study Michael Hammer wrote a Harvard
Business Review article: "Reengineering Work: Don't Automate, Obliterate" and coined
the term reengineering. What these organizations were engaged in didn't have a name or
label. Hammer describes that his role in the project was to theorize and name what it was
these innovative organizations were doing. The companies making these changes didn't
have the interest or perspective to do this: "developing ideologies to support them (the
changes) was a luxury they could not afford. That responsibility fell to me" (Hammer
2001, p. xiii). Michael Hammer quickly became the reengineering guru. He focused on
creating an educational company in which he invested his energy in perfecting the pitch
of reengineering and himself to thousands of executives and managers. He devoted
himself to being the charismatic leader of reengineering. In 1993 he wrote, with James
Champy, Reengineering the Corporation: A Manifesto for a Business Revolution which
became a best selling business book, selling over 2 million copies and translated into 35
languages (Micklethwait and Wooldridge 1996). It served as the bible for reengineers.
(Davenport 1995).
Hammer, of course, was not the only BPR proponent. There were many others
who were writing and speaking simultaneously. Thomas Davenport, using an academic
style, published articles and books (Davenport and Short 1990, Davenport 1993). In
addition, lesser gurus were selling their wares (e.g. Andrews and Stalick 1994, Coulson-
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Thomas 1994, Manganelli and Klein 1994, McHugh, Merli, and Wheeler 1995, Morris
and Brandon 1993, Obeing and Crainer 1996, Obolensky 1994, Oram and Wellins 1995).
Organizations were paying attention. In 1994, Price Waterhouse and CSC Index
identified similar adoption rates: approximately 80 % of Fortune 500 companies and 70
% of British companies were engaged in reengineering (Micklethwait and Wooldridge
1996). The Management Accountants' Controllers Council conducted a study of 2,200
companies in 1994 and found that 60% were engaged in reengineering. Beyond
corporations, public sector organizations were pursuing reengineering including the US
Airforce and New York City's Police Department.
Although Hammer became, for most observers, one and the same as
reengineering, there were other actors involved in the rise, and later the decline and
revival (Davenport 1995, Fincham and Evans 1999). While Hammer was teaching and
writing, a large and growing industry developed around reengineering. For example, in
1992 revenues in the "BPR industry" grew from $230 million to $750 million in one year
(Newmann 1991). There were two main sets of actors - consulting firms and information
technology firms. These actors translated BPR ideas into "business solutions",
technologies, and other commodities.
The consulting industry developed reengineering solutions, understanding it was a
platform for growing its offerings and revenue. In particular, the Big Six accounting
firms (Andersen Worldwide, KPMG, Ernst & Young, Coopers & Lybrand, Deloitte and
Touche Tohmatsu, and Price Waterhouse) invested resources in providing reengineering
services (Fincham and Evans 1999). In addition Booz, Allen & Hamilton, Gemini
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Consulting, and CSC Index1 were important players. Although comparative numbers in
absolute or relative terms are difficult to obtain, the consensus across sources is that
consulting firms generated considerable revenue by developing reengineering practices.
Between 1989 and 1995 Arthur Andersen doubled its revenue to over $4.2 billion (Mullin
1996). Ernst and Young experienced a 30% growth in revenue in 1995 and Price
Waterhouse and Deloitte & Touche both experienced 25% growth rates that year. (Mullin
1996). Prior to publishing Reengineering the Corporation in 1993, CSC Index's annual
review was $70 million, a year later it was $160 million (Micklethwait and Wooldridge
1996).
In the realm of information technology two groups of actors, including a new one,
were important. Information technology vendors - software and hardware - experienced
tremendous growth (Haigh 2001) and many began to follow IBM's lead of providing
consulting services to compliment products. SAP established a presence in the US and an
industry of SAP implementers sprang up (Kahl 2007). In addition to vendors, Kahl
(2007) argues that information technology analyst groups, specifically International Data
Corporation and Gartner, were also important actors. Through expensive, proprietary
reports available through corporate subscriptions, these groups provided organizations
with research, analysis, and interpretation on the state of the technology and
technological trends. In addition, they advised organizations on decisions regarding the
purchase of information technologies.
They facilitated and shaped the relationship between organizations and
information technology vendors. They did this by providing information but also by
1The Index Group was acquired by Computer Sciences Corporation (CSC) around 1989 and renamed CSC
Index. At its peak, CSC Index employed over 650 workers in fourteen offices.
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creating categories and labels. According to Kahl (2007), Gartner coined the term ERP
in 1991: "Gartner issued a report developing the notion of enterprise resource planning
(ERP) which promoted cross functional integration by leveraging client/server
technology." (p 145).
The Decline ofReengineering - Reengineering proved to be a very expensive,
time consuming endeavor that was difficult to pull off. A 1994 survey of 99 organizations
that completed reengineering projects reported that 67% of these produced mediocre,
marginal, or failed results (CSC Index "State of Reengineering Report"). Hammer and
Champy (1993, p 200) noted that "50 to 70 percent of reengineering projects fail to meet
their objectives". A very public case was Levi Strauss & Co. They spent $850 million on
reengineering the organization but stopped the effort after the redesign team required that
4000 white-collar workers reapply for their jobs (White 1996). During the same period,
organizations began eliminating white collar jobs in unprecedented numbers. For
example, P&G terminated 13,000 of 106,000 workers. AT&T laid off 40,000 people.
GTE cut 17,000 jobs citing reengineering as the reason (Micklethwait and Wooldridge
1996). Other organizations engaged in massive layoffs also cited reengineering as one of
the reasons for the layoffs (Head 2003).
Hammer became known as the "management guru whose ideas launched tens of
thousands of pink slips" (White 1996). It was not only the reengineering concept but also
the aggressive stance towards organizational change - "carry the wounded but shoot the
stragglers" - that implicated Hammer in this bloodletting. Reengineering became a
euphemism for downsizing, restructuring, and mass layoffs (Case 1999, Conti and
Warner 1994, Pruijt 1998, Micklethwait and Wooldridge 1996). It also became a subject
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of ridicule in the press including the newly syndicated cartoon Dilbert. Michael Hammer
has in some venues atoned for his behavior, "I wasn't smart about that (the human
aspect). I was reflecting on my engineering background and was insufficiently
appreciative of the human dimensions. I've learned that is critical" (White, 1996).
While the stock market rewarded organizations that slashed jobs and restructured
(Osterman 1999), the reengineering industry lost legitimacy. By 1996, the term
reengineering receded from the management lexicon and reengineering experienced the
quick rise and fall characteristic of a fad. In the academic literature the scant discussion
of BPR general ends with a story of the decline of a fad (Abramson 1991). There is some
air of finality in these writings as though the storm has passed and a self-contained era of
capitalism is over: "reengineering was a management fad, a transient episode, a part of
the wave of consulting panaceas of the early 1990s" (Williams 2003 p. 94). Academics
have either not been interested in following the ongoing trajectory of reengineering as
BPR or are unaware of its shape shifting.
The Reconstitution as BPR - The term reengineering was dropped and replaced
with the more mundane label provided by Thomas Davenport (1990), BPR.
Contemporary work distances itself from the era reengineering and instead emphasizes
the notion of processes. As one manager who began working on BPR in the early 1990s
explained, "Ifyou say reengineering people immediately get turned off because they think
it is about downsizing...I can say that reengineering a la Hammer is alive and well, but
they just don 't call it that anymore. " In 2005 Bain Consulting's annual survey of
Management Tools found that 61% of respondents were using BPR making it one of the
top 10 management tools of respondents. This stood out in the survey as BPR reversed a
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decade long decline in use, jumping from 19W in 2002 to 10h in 2004. Process remains
the backbone of an entire consulting enterprise and the primary business of firms such as
Accenture and IBM. ERP providers, SAP and Oracle continue to grow and promote the
business process logic. Further, "business process outsourcing", the outsourcing of
support processes to India, Israel, and other locations is a growth industry and requires
the redesign using a process approach prior to outsourcing.
In addition to this material continuance of BPR, the charismatic aspect also
persists. Hammer, the father and promoter of reengineering, continues to teach process
and his courses have become increasingly demanded. Between 1999 and 2004, over
15,000 people attended one of his seminars. He continues to offer a certificate in "process
mastery" and teach range of courses including The Transition to Process: Strategies and
Best Practices and Harnessing the Power of Process: Principles and Techniques for
World-Class Performance. He also manages a consortium of organizations that are
working to implement a business process design or are operating with one. This group of
process champions from approximately 60 organizations gathers twice a year to learn
from each others' experiences, solve problems, and learn about best practices. Hammer
has been teaching process for 20 years. He explains, "I believe in this stuff lam not
selling snake oil or laughing up my sleeve as I tell people about this. I am on a mission."
This mission is to change organizations but also to reestablish legitimacy in the realm of
business ideas.
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Chapter 3: Culture and the Pursuit of Organizational Change
In this dissertation, I examine the experience of actors engaged in managerially-mandated
projects of organizational change. The particular projects I study are part of a collection
of such projects bound in a shared culture of organizational change that, in this instance,
goes by the title Business Process Redesign. This broader phenomenon of BPR can be
analyzed as a cultural system that surrounds and is taken up within particular firms and
organizations. I argue that it is necessary to consider the content of this cultural
phenomenon or system as it affects the way it is interpreted and enacted within
and across firms. In this chapter, I outline contemporary discussions in cultural analysis
and argue that the recent "practice turn" has decontextualized the cultural work of actors.
Rather than relying on concepts such as identity or focusing on personal meaning
making, cultural analysts should consider the relationship between the actors who order
and circulate meaning systems and the actors who come to under these meaning systems
and draw on them in their daily routines. In particular, I consider issues of cognitive
change and variation in circulation and enactment of shared cultural schemas.
3.1 Culture
The term culture is invoked in multiple ways. By culture, I refer to "the semiotic
dimension of human social practice in general" (Sewell 1999, p. 48). Culture is an
analytical slice or aspect of social action. Analysis of this category of action seeks to
understand how actors draw on a system of symbols - language, material, practices - to
do something in the world. The work of cultural analysts is to describe and analyze the
meanings that shape and circulate in concrete interactions. This is distinct from the work
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of economists, demographers, and psychologists who find their own material in the same
set of concrete interactions.
Historically, cultural analysts worked to identify coherent system of symbols, beliefs,
and meanings shared by a group of actors (Geertz 1973). Contemporary studies of
meaning tend to focus on the daily practices of actors as they draw aspects of cultural
systems - texts, material symbols, etc - in multiple ways. In contemporary cultural
analyses, cultural systems are conceptualized as a "diverse collection of resources that are
deployed in the performance of action" (Silbey 2001, p. 8624). Through this lens, culture
as performance moves into the foreground as culture as a system of symbols moves to the
background.
Ewick and Silbey (1998) and Sewell (1999) argue that these two perspectives -
system and practice - imply each other. The employment of a particular symbol may
achieve the intended goal of an actor only because symbols have meanings in relation to
a broader system of symbols and these understandings are shared by actors. The efficacy
of practice relies on a system. In turn, a system of symbols and meanings is produced and
reproduced through practice. In utilizing a resource, actors may contribute to the
reproduction or transformation of the system of meaning.
3.2 The Practice Turn
Despite this suggested synthesis, many contemporary cultural analysts focus
primarily on how actors draw upon symbolic resources; in particular, the ways in which
actors creatively appropriate aspects of cultural systems - language, stories, rationales,
ideologies, and rituals - in their daily life (Lamont 2000, Ortner 2003, Swidler 2001).
These studies consider how individuals employ these resources to accomplish or proceed
-31-
with a particular "strategy". These strategies are often portrayed as personal and
individual strategies. The concept of identity is often invoked to explain strategies. That
is, "people develop lines of action based on who they already think they are" (Kaufman
2004, p. 341). Studies of practice take for granted an individual's membership and place
in a broader cultural system and view meaning making as an individual project.
However, individual practices in relation to meaning making are shaped by the
cultural system itself. A cultural system is a narrowing force as it provides "specific
opportunities for thought and action...images of what those opportunities and resources
are: how the world works, what is possible, and what is not" (Ewick and Silbey 1998
p.39). Systems of meaning narrow our possible strategies not only through the particular
rituals, discourses, heuristics, methods, and tools but also through the schemas that actors
have or adopt.2 Schemas are culturally-derived rules or lenses through which we
perceive, interpret, and experience the world (Ewick and Silbey 1998, Gramsci 1990,
Sewell 1992). Culture influences cognitive processes through schemas, taken-for-granted
knowledge structures and accompanying vocabularies which produce depictions of
events and actions and assumptions about their nature and relationships (DiMaggio 1997
p. 269).
Schemas have profound implications for how actors draw upon available cultural
resources. Because they shape our perspective, schemas also shape our understanding of
what elements of the cultural system act as a resource in a given situation. Determining
which elements of a culture are "resources require cultural schemas in order to invest
them with their power-generating capacity" (Ewick and Silbey 1998 p. 41). What this
2 Schemas are also embodied in the offerings of a cultural system.
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suggests is that schemas mediate between cultural systems and how actors employ these
resources.
From this perspective use of culture is not individualized or contextualized but
facilitated by a cultural derived schema. Although actors make choices, there are patterns
or limits to the variation found across actors because they are engaged in a project
embedded in a broader context. In particular the choices they make are constrained by the
strategies of action that connect the problem and solution identified by ideological
specialists.
3.3 Reconsidering Cultural Systems
Current treatments of cultural systems and practices, I argue, tend to
simultaneously acknowledge and yet overlook the role of macro-level actors, individuals
and groups, who dedicate efforts to producing and circulating systems of meaning in
spheres of life. Unfortunately, those who have studied the purposeful manufacturing of
meaning systems and practices have literally studied culture - painting, dance, literature,
etc. However, within all spheres of life "cultural practice is concentrated in and around
powerful institutional nodes...their agents make continuous use of their considerable
resources in efforts to order meanings. Studies of culture need to pay at least as much
attention to such sites of concentrated cultural practices as to the dispersed sites of
resistance that currently predominate in the literature" (Sewell 1999, p. 56).
Sewell (1999) argues that these powerful agents are less interested in prescribing
a uniform system of meaning than in identifying practices and people that meet idealized
notions, and criticizing and marginalizing actions and individuals who deviate. Within a
domain, for example in management, gurus and academics outline the landscape of
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varying practices and make distinctions among them. In doing so, they bring practices
into "semiotic relationship" to each other and "order fields of difference". In outlining the
variants of practices, managers can identify how their practices fit in relation to others.
Macro-level actors are doing the work of identifying how the concrete practices and
beliefs of one group differ from another group. They may not talk about these groups as
different cultures (particularly not in the case of management) but in referring to different
ideological, symbolic, and practical actions, they are in fact identifying different
cultures.3
There are few studies of the "institutional spheres devoted to the making of
meaning" (Sewell 1999 p. 41). At this macro-level actors are self-consciously developing
and circulating cultural systems that provide models, scripts, and aspirations for action
and actor hood. The relationship between the producers and the practices of actors
drawing on resources laden with meaning is important. It is important to understand the
broader range of resources available to actors as they build their own repertoires and
toolkits. It is also important to understand the ideological perspectives underlying the
production and circulation of a meaning system.
In the sphere of management and organizations, cultural systems develop around
organizational practices and are propelled by a host of lead and supporting actors.
Cultural specialists develop coherent cultural systems including a range of symbols and
practices (DiMaggio 1997 p. 273). Together with a network of actors and organizations
operating at the inter-organizational or field level - management schools, consultants,
coaches, associations, and consortia - this cultural system is diffused. These purveyors of
3 The use of the term culture here differs from my earlier definition of culture as an analytical category. In
this case the term culture is used to differentiate between the understandings and practices of groups.
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BPR are selling not only a management idea but with it "symbolic vehicles of meaning"
(Swidler 1986 p. 273). That is, the "consumption" of the idea is mediated by the values,
discourse, symbols, and practices inscribed in this organizational form. These producers
aspire "to revamp the cultural capacities of its members" and support them in
constructing "strategies of action" (Swidler 2001, p.94).
Embedded in this cultural system is a notion of what it is to be an actor including
worldviews, skills, attributes, and actions. This cultural infrastructure provides the
material for a "sequence of social experiences during which the person acquires a
conception of the meaning of the behavior, and perceptions and judgment of objects and
situations, all of which make the activity possible and desirable" (Becker 1953 p 235). It
is through these efforts that practices are shaped into coherent, recognizable, packages
that have the possibility of communicating, persuading, and creating shared
understandings and beliefs.
Management ideas, such as organizational forms, are a particular sort of culture.
They are, broadly, ideologies; "articulated, self-conscious belief and ritual system
aspiring to offer a unified answer to problems of social action" (Swidler 2001, p. 96). The
ideological basis of an organizational forms, principles or ideas made to look like truth
claims through the logic, evidence, and world-referencing discourse (Gouldner 1976).
The rationales for adoption are explicitly articulated and accompanied by a coherent
system of practices, narratives, and tools. Ideologies, unlike traditions or hegemony4 ,
require continuous, conscious maintenance. Producers insist on tight connections
4 In relation to culture, an ideology "is a subset of culture and refers to that aspect of a society's meaning
system that is self-consciously and authoritatively articulated, as opposed to other aspects of culture - like
common sense or tradition - that are implicit, taken for granted, and often less systematic" (Kunda 1992 p.
252).
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between beliefs and action and rigid prescriptions for action (Swidler 2001 p.99)
Ideologies are prevalent during times of stress and "attempts to make sense of the social
reality faced by a collective", filling in "a lack of clear and coherent images that provide
a satisfactory shared understanding of society and social processes" (Kunda 1992 p. 252).
Through this, ideologies identify more precisely the problems faced and provide
solutions. Ideologies are embedded with notions of social structure and as such have
implications for the life chances of the various actors (Silbey 2005).
The producers provide a cultural system that includes a beliefs reinforced
by accompanying practices, language, and tools. A "ready to wear" culture prescribes
how users of the culture can organize, reconcile, explain, and interpret their experience.
The provide actors with prescriptions and "models to learn ways of organizing selves,
relationships, patterns of cooperation and authority, and other capacities for individual
and group life...While not perfectly consistent they aspire to offer unified answers to
questions of how human beings should live" (Swidler 2001, p. 99). These resources
situate the individual experience in a larger collective. They also provide instructions
about how to be a competent member. The belief system underlying an idea is important;
however, it is through the practices, language, and tools, the ideological bones are
brought to life (Gusterson 1996, Kunda 1992).
3.4 Cognitive Change
We know relatively little about the ways in which organizational forms and
practices, through their beliefs and rituals, mobilize action (Holm 1995, Seo and Creed
2002). There are few empirical attempts to understand how managers' and employees'
interests are developed with respect to a broader ideological movement. New courses of
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action require cognitive change (Seo and Creed 2002). Cultural producers provide
schemas. They are embedded in the cultural system. However, the adoption of these
schemas is not a given. There are few studies of how worldviews change with respect to
management ideas. Such a study requires an understanding of the content of the culture
and how actors are introduced in the culture. An understanding of the process of
cognitive change cannot be abstracted from the subjective meanings and cultural
resources surrounding an organizational form or practice. By understanding the
experience of actors in relation to a cultural system and identifying variation in those
experiences we can understand how "differential access to schemas underwrites variation
in social power and agency" (Ewick and Silbey 1998, p.4 1).
3.5 Variation in the Enactment of Culture
The role of cultural systems, including their production and circulation, becomes
very important during times of uncertainty. Swidler observes a particular pattern in
cultural enactment. When actors experience a period of change in their lives (in her case,
divorce or adolescence), "culture takes a more explicit, coherent form" (Swidler 2001 p.
93). Actors in situations of flux use the rules, conventions, and practices of a cultural
system more consciously and more rigidly than actors who are in stable situations.
Swidler argues that this is because actors are relying on a cultural system not to develop
meaning within a set strategy but are using culture to formulate a strategy of action and as
a model for new ways of addressing everyday situations.
When actors engage in new social worlds or cultural systems, the possibility of
cognitive change - adopting new schemas - is linked with new means and goals. The
toolbox of culture provides ready made answers. As actors settle into a social world the
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role of the cultural system changes. For Swidler, this is because their strategies of action
are established and somehow it allows actors to live with a loose fit between culture and
experience. A coherent, consistent system of culture is no longer necessary. However, it
is not clear why this is the case. Do actors in stable situations draw on other resources?
Do the schematic rules become relaxed? Swidler's observation is important but it is not
clear why she observes this variation.
In this dissertation, I do not suggest that "culture" as a reified notion is a causal
force in sustaining BPR but that exposure the ideology, texts, actors is necessary for
actors in organizations to develop a commitment to ongoing participation in BPR
activities. It is these actors who contribute to the persistence of BPR. In synthesizing
literatures on realms on the production, circulation, and enactment of the cultural systems
and practices, I draw on the ideas that changes in schemas occur in relation to broader
meaning systems and that the enactment of culture, how actors draw on a pool of
potential resources, changes as schemas persist. I investigate these possibilities
empirically in Chapters 6 and 7, respectively.
-38-
Chapter 4: Research Design and Methods
4.1 Research Design
I began this dissertation project by conducting exploratory field work. Several
unexpected themes emerged in the course of interviews with 21 senior managers and
executives who managed BPR projects in their organization. Although the process of
organizational change and in particular the challenges of reorganizing work were the
focus of the interviews, I learned that the actors' interests in and motivation to restructure
work emerged from the experience of participating on a BPR project earlier in their
career. The experience of trying to change an organization had changed them. I also
learned that as these practitioners matured, their strategies for changing organizations
shifted significantly. Finally, I learned that these actors had experienced what appeared to
be a structural break in their careers after working on a BPR project. They had crafted
careers introducing and implementing BPR across several organizations.
Across these three themes, emerged the life course of an agent for change: their
genesis, their transition on to a new trajectory, and their maturity into a practitioner. An
ideal research design would involve longitudinal observations of the experiences of a
panel of BPR participants. Because such a study is not feasible for a dissertation project, I
choose to study three generations of employees. The first generation refers to employees
selected to participate on a BPR team. Members of this generation may or may not
continue on the path of organizational change. The second generation refers to team
members who currently lead efforts to introduce BPR into their organization. The third
generation refers to the very first cohort of employees who worked on BPR projects,
reengineers, who are retired or near the end of their careers.
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4.2 Research Sites
I choose to study the experiences and work of these actors across several organizations
(Marcus 1995). Multiple field sites provided me with analytical traction because of the
variation in local practices but it also because it allowed me to trace the influence and
role of environmental pressures across organizations. With the help of a business process
educator, a process consultant, and non-profit educational association, I identified 16
organizations that reported having a BPR change initiative. I interviewed project sponsors
or leaders in each of the organizations to understand the nature of these activities and
whether I could gain access to team members and other employees in the organization. I
negotiated access to five organizations and, within those organizations, to seven teams
over the course of three years.
Several insights from my exploratory fieldwork guided my sampling, including
my choice of sampling unit - the project. Organizations label a variety of change efforts
as BPR. I sought organizations that were actively attempting to redesign work processes
using a BPR logic. I excluded change efforts initiated by the purchase of an Enterprise
Resource Planning (ERP) system such as a SAP or Oracle 5 or projects managed and
staffed through the long-term on-site consulting services of firms like Accenture. These
two factors have implications for the participation of employees in BPR that complicate
analysis of this participation, so I sought organizations that were doing neither. The teams
I studied were staffed and lead by employees.
s These systems are designed using a process logic and so organizations must often adjust in some
pragmatic way to the information system. Such projects involve a complex interaction with the imperatives
of technological systems that are difficult to customize.
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My preliminary interviews included actors who worked in organizations that
varied greatly in size and industry including a local utility, a national logistics company,
and a global services firm. The organizational contexts of these early interviews also
varied with respect to the impetus for pursuing BPR. However, despite this variety in the
macro organizational contexts - industry, size, reason for pursuing change - the
interviewees' accounts did not seem directly related to these contexts. Instead, the
resources allocated to the initiative- human, financial, and temporal - were more salient
for the change processes and experiences.
For these reasons, I sought a sample of change initiatives that varied with respect
to these resources available to the overall change initiative in the organization and the
teams working on aspects of this initiative (Trost 1986). In particular I sought variation in
amount of time that members of the projects devoted to the project. For example, on
some teams employees worked one day a week (20%) on the project and spent the other
four days a week working in their regular role. On other teams employees worked full-
time on the project and were completely removed from their regular role. This variation
indicates the resources made available by senior management to the change work but I
also hypothesized that it would be important in shaping the experiences of employees on
the teams. Table 1 shows the characteristics of the five organizations and seven teams. I
describe the projects and teams in more detail in Chapter 5.
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Table 1: Project Teams and Data Collection
Organization Natural Medical Durable Consumer Goods Insurance
Resources Devices Products
Team A B C DI D2 El E2
Process Product Product Service Service Product Service Service
Duration 8 months 13 months 16 months 12 months 14 months 8 months 7 months
Size of Team 11 10 11 8 6 7 6
Commitment -25% Full-time Full-time -40% -40% -20% -20%
Data Collection Interviews Interviews Interviews Interviews Interviews Interviews Interviews
and and and and
Observation Observation Observation Observation
4.3 Data Collection
The data used in Chapter 5 to track the rise and decline of reengineering and its
reconstitution as BPR was drawn from three sources. First, I pulled and reviewed all
media coverage and academic publications related to reengineering and BPR between
1988 and 2005. Second, I interviewed 14 consultants, coaches, and gurus who were
promoters of reengineering and then BPR. I also interviewed 5 consultants, coaches, and
gurus of rival ideas to understand their perspective on BPR and recollection of the
history. Finally, through the generosity of Michael Hammer, I was able to attend two,
four day BPR training seminars and access his corporate library which holds his records
beginning from the mid 1980s.
To understand the lived BPR experience of employees and managers, I collected
data at the level of the organization, the team, and the individual. In addition to collected
data on experiences of the team members, I collected data regarding the careers,
strategies and perspectives of the project leaders. Data collection included conducting
interviews with project champions, leaders, and team members (these roles are explained
in Chapter 5). I was also able to interview others in the organization who were loosely
tied to the efforts. I conducted 107 in-depth, semi-structured, conversational interviews
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which included 57 team members. Prior to interviewing team members, I collected as
much data as possible on the context for this change and team from organizational
records and public sources. I interviewed the executive sponsor, members of the steering
committee, the project leader and members of the process office or organizational
effectiveness group. The interviews lasted from 50 to 100 minutes and I recorded all
interviews on tape or paper.
During each interview, I asked team members to explain how they came to be on
the team and to describe and reflect on their experiences on the team. The team members
were asked to describe and provide examples of the work, relations, and other activities
involved in being on the team. They were also asked to reflect on their experiences
including difficult and satisfying moments, what they had learned, would do again or
would avoid. I also asked them to describe and evaluate the idea of BPR. Notably, I
specifically did not ask explicitly about a transformative experience or personal
reevaluations. I wanted interviewees to initiate such a discussion, if it were to arise at all.
When they did mention significant personal change, I probed their experience. If the
interviewee did not indicate a transformation, I used the last interview question to raise
the issue (how has this experience changed you?).
My interviews with executive sponsors, members of the steering committee,
project leaders and members of the process group or organizational effectiveness group
focused on understanding the history of and context for change in the organization. I
sought each person's account of previous change efforts and the circumstances
surrounding the present effort, as well as its scope and their expectations. I interviewed
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each project leader at least twice to understand their career history, approach, and
strategy.
In three organizations, I had the opportunity to observe the teams in action (four
teams in total). In these cases I took notes which were typed and analyzed. In addition,
the teams tended to record their work in PowerPoint decks, which I also collected. These
decks included goals, data collection, presentations, etc. Typed transcripts of these
interviews, along with field notes and documentation, are the empirical basis for Chapter
6 and 7.
In Chapter 7, I also draw on interviews with 30 individuals who were part of the
first cohort of reengineers. These individuals worked on reengineering projects in the
early 1990s. The interviews centered on their career path prior to and after their
engagement with reengineering. In addition, I asked them to reflect on their experiences
and strategies for introducing and implementing reengineering or BPR. I identified these
individuals through proprietary attendance lists from reengineering educational seminars
held between 1991 and 1995.
4.4 Data Analyses
My analysis consisted of multiple readings of the interview transcripts, field notes, and
project documentation. In each of these readings, I coded the data for different purposes.
First, for each organization I developed a description of the circumstances of the overall
change initiative, including a recent history of change in the organization, and the
approach used to change the organization. This involved understanding the perspectives
and actions of the project sponsors, leaders, and members of the process office, quality
department, or organizational effectiveness group. I developed a template to record this
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information and did so for each organization. For three organizations, I wrote detailed
descriptions of their change history and the current approaches used.
In a second reading, I focused on the experiences of team members. I coded the
data to capture both the subjective experiences of the team members as well as the
activities and steps involved in their work. Based on this coding, I developed a model of
how team members become committed to continue to work on restructuring work using a
variation of analytical induction (Becker 1989). Analytic induction is a strategy that
directs the researcher to pay close attention to evidence that challenges or disconfirms the
emerging model (Ragin 1987). As researchers accumulate evidence, they compare
incidents or cases that appear to be in the same general category with each other. These
comparisons establish similarities and differences among incidents or cases thus help to
define categories and concepts. Evidence that challenges or refutes the model under
construction provides important clues for how to alter concepts or shift categories. In
effect, the method is used to simultaneously construct the model and to seek out contrary
evidence because it sees such evidence as the best raw material for improving it. As a
data procedure, this technique is less concerned with how much positive evidence has
been accumulated (for example, how many cases corroborate the image the researcher is
developing), and more with the degree to which the image of the research subject has
been refined, sharpened, and elaborated in response to both confirming and disconfirming
evidence.
Beginning with a case in which a team member experienced a personal
transformation, I developed a rough theory of how this happened, through what process -
what experiences, people, situations, spaces - was the person embedded in during the
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project. I then modified the theory through an analysis of each individual case. I analyzed
every team member's experience, those who do and do not experience a transformation.
Through this analysis of 57 cases, I was able to identify what united and distinguished
cases of transformation. I then took these codes and merged them into three categories of
experience. Typically studies apply this analysis to cases of the outcome of interest and
as a result the research delivers a descriptive model that does not rule out the possibility
that this same process could also account for another outcome. I avoid this problem by
integrating and accounting for marginal and deviant cases.
I also conducted statistical tests to examine whether, on average, the personal
characteristics of those who experienced a transformation were significantly different
than those who did not experience a transformation. Additionally, I conducted
independence tests to understand whether the characteristics of the teams were related to
the percent of team members who experienced a transformation.
In a third reading, I coded data related to the strategies, narratives, and
perspectives of those leading the change initiative. After identifying two theoretically
interesting aspects of strategies, I focused on two cases in which the actors' strategies
represent extreme or polar cases (Pettigrew 1988, Eisenhardt 1989). I triangulate this data
with an analysis of the strategies and experiences of the first generation of reengineers.
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Chapter 5: Business Process Redesign Prescriptions and Practices
In this chapter I describe the ideologies and practices that the promoters of BPR have
created. I draw on my analysis of the practitioner publications, my interviews with BPR
consultants, coaches, and gurus, and Michael Hammer's training materials. As part of my
analysis I identified the descriptions and prescriptions that are common across these
sources. These texts are not uniform. There exists variation as authors and practitioners
attempt to create and highlight distinctions in their approach. However, there are is a set
of shared elements; an agreement of what is core. Perhaps not surprisingly, Hammer's
work provides the basis for much of this writing and so although I have reviewed many
sources, I rely heavily on the "original" texts (Hammer 1990, Hammer and Champy
1993, Hammer and Stanton 1995).
I also describe the observed practices of the seven teams studied in this
dissertation. Project leaders work with a given set of resources, a stock of experience, and
in a particular organizational context. They make decisions about which prescriptions
they adopt. They also modify prescriptions and borrow methods and tools associated with
other organization forms. I outline the choices made given these factors.
5.1 BPR as a Cultural System
The term 'cultural system' refers a collection and configuration of beliefs and
practices that structure the possibilities of meaning. The gurus, consultants, and authors
generate a "ready to wear" culture - a coherent and complete depiction and prescription
of how participants can organize, reconcile, explain, and interpret their organizational
redesign experience. These cultural resources situate the individual experience in a larger
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collective. They also provide instruction about how to be competent members or
contributors to a broader movement thereby informing and shaping shared patterns of
practice across organizations. Below I describe and analyze the ideological basis of BPR
and a selection of defining practices, metaphors, rituals, and stories that dramatize the
ideology, animate the actors, and shape BPR projects. These cultural materials are
resources that project managers and other organizational actors may borrow to frame
their efforts and shape the experiences of team members.
5.1.1 Ideology
An ideology is "the explicit, highly articulated, logically coherent system of ideas that
attempt to make sense of the social reality faced by a collective" (Kunda 1992, p.252) It
is a sense making lens embedded with a prescription for social order and consequences
for the life chances of actors (Ewick and Silbey 1998, Silbey 2005). The ideological basis
of BPR is important for understanding both its attractiveness and potential implications
for reordering organizations.
The normative framework embedded in a process-based organizational model
specifies a social order in which the customer is both the rationale and focal object of the
redesign of work. The interests of shareholders, employees, and regulators are secondary
to those of the customer. The customers' requirements override the needs of employees
and the authority of managers. The forces of global capitalism, higher commodity prices,
and new technologies are knocking directly at the organization's door in the guise of a
more powerful, more demanding customer (Hammer and Champy 1993). That is,
customers now expect choice and customization of goods and services. At the level of the
organization, the consolidation of customers through the growth of chain retailers for
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examples has created customers with enormous market power. What ever the level of the
customer, they want what they want and in order to stay in business organizations must
respond (Urban 2005). This rhetoric reflects critiques of consumer culture: "invoking
the moniker of consumer simultaneously invokes an identity resonant beyond a particular
kind of activity. It implies the existence of a rights-bearing being" (Cook 2005, p. 162).
This ideology reframes the source of conflict and upheaval in the organization
from a struggle between capital and labor to a struggle between organization and
customer. The owners and managers of capital as well as the laborers must contend with
this unwieldy force called the customer. In the wake of economic upheaval and massive
layoffs of the early 1990s, Michael Hammer wrote an editorial piece in the Wall Street
Journal to explain why this was happening, what could be done, and who could be
blamed. Although his name was at the top of the list in most media outlets, Hammer
suggested a rather unlikely villain - Ralph Nader. Nader, as the leader of the customer
revolution, was at least in part responsible for the rise of the consumer over the
employee.
Organizational restructuring and the resulting fall out is the result of "the
ascendance of the customer...power moving from seller to buyer" (Hammer 1999, p 88).
In trying to locate a place for employee fears and anger, Hammer diffused it. The source
of the upheaval so framed disintegrates from an unruly, insatiable force into you and me.
We should blame:
"Ourselves. Each of us is both a producer and a consumer. The same worker who
wants higher wages and shorter hours - to do more for less - is also a consumer
who demands to pay less for more. And what the worker may lose in security, the
consumer gains in living standards. It might make us feel better, but it is pointless
to look for scapegoats, to try to find someone else (management, investors,
government) to blame. We are at war only with ourselves." (Hammer 1996)
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The ideology of the primacy of the customer leaves each of us staring into the mirror with
few courses of action. There is no one to blame. There is little to be done.
The issue of cost reduction is rarely made explicit in BPR texts. This is in part
because it is only one of many demands from the new powerful consumers. As mass
markets of standardized products give away to customized goods and services, in the
BPR rhetoric, issues of quality, customization, and responsiveness become basket of
issues, in addition to cost, that customers are expecting.
Beyond being a rationale, customers are also the focus of process identification
and redesign. The organization is stripped down as much as possible to consist of work
for which the customer will pay. In the language of BPR there are three categories of
work: value added (VA) work or work the customer will pay for because it directly
contributes to transforming an input to an output; waste such as errors or rework; and
non-value added work (NVA). NVA work is all the work that facilitates production such
as updating records, paying employees, and invoicing customers. Assuming the quality
movement dealt with waste, BPR focuses on NVA work. The goal is to increase the ratio
of VA to NVA work. However, the customer is the arbitrator of what is NVA. The
customer, not the manager, is cast as the ultimate decision maker about not only what
will be produced but how it should be done. Embedded in the customer rhetoric is the
assumption that customers know what they want, that they have prior, exogenous, set
preferences to which organizations cater. The cost, quality, accuracy, ease, and speed
demanded by the customer are taken into account in redesigning the process. Under such
a scenario, the hands of decision makers in the organization are tied. They are the
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handmaidens of the customer and must act prudently on their behalf. As customers
themselves, employees must understand these demands.
Analysts of consumer cultures understand that in the world in which the buyers
call the shots, the "core social practices and cultural values, ideas, aspirations and
identities are defined and oriented in relation to consumption rather than to other social
dimensions such as work or citizenship, religious cosmology or military role (Slater
1997, p. 24). BPR is unabashedly and enthusiastically focused on the most mundane issue
in organizations, the detailed organization of work. As such, it is one of few management
ideas that have direct implications for ideas of skills, authority, and careers. The
underlying implication for skills is that specialization is far too common in organizations
and that employees should, with the help of technology and specialist consultants, be
trained to work in broad roles that require wide but perhaps not deep skills. There is a
little role for specialists in the organization and they must morph into generalists working
on cases rather than particular problems. The cascading effect of this is that in their day
to day work, employees have more decision-making power and control with respect to
their work; however, there isn't much of a career ladder left in the organization for them
to climb. They can move horizontally, that is learn about more of the work involved in
producing the goods and services, but a path of increased specialization doesn't exist.
This has implications for workers but also raises questions about public safety, security,
and health (Huising and Silbey 2008).
5.1.2 Prescribed Practices
It is through practices, the flesh and blood of BPR, that the ideological bones are brought
to life (Gusterson 1996, Kunda 1992). The texts provide a number of prescriptions. The
first concerns the scale of the project, or what distinguishes BPR projects and what
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counts as a "real" BPR project. The texts also provide instructions about how to organize
and manage various constituents in the organization in a way that facilitates the work of
redesign and implementation. This includes how to manage up the organization, how to
engage employees, how to sell the work, and how to deal with resistance.
What Distinguishes "Real" Projects - There exists a shared definition of what
qualifies as a "true" or a "real" BPR project. Actors cast judgment on each others change
initiatives and report whether or not they are "really doing BPR". A "real" BPR project
requires the "radical redesign of practices" (Hammer and Champy 1993) and this effort
should be enterprise-wide (Kettinger and Teng 2000). Efforts that do not attempt
significant redesign of work on a organizational scale, including total quality
management, lean management, and six sigma, are dismissed as incremental, small-scale
improvements made to a system that requires overhaul. BPR means obliterating existing
practices (Hammer 1990), "tearing up the old blueprints and completely redesign the
organization" (Micklethwait and Wooldridge 1996 p. 25), and starting with "a blank
sheet of paper" (Hammer and Champy 1993 p. 131). Process is billed as a holistic,
comprehensive approach that takes all the "improvement projects" or undertakings and
integrates them into a broader initiate with a singular focus on the customer. Even though
much of the aggressive language and ideas associated with the rise of reengineering were
cast off during its reconstitution as BPR, this bold scale remains central to the idea of
BPR (Kettinger and Teng 2000).
The implication of this is that BPR projects are large scale endeavors (Braganza
and Myers 1997) which require a system of roles to oversee, lead, and work on the
endeavor (See Diagram 2). Because of their bold ambitions, "real" projects require
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sponsorship at the executive level and so are labeled top down changes. An executive
sponsor or "champion" provides overall leadership, vision, and motivation for the
initiative. The champion oversees a "process council", a steering committee made up of 5
or 6 executives and senior managers from across the organization. The members of the
process council generally lead the functions that will be affected by the reorganization.
The future "process owner", a senior manager identified to have end-to-end responsibility
for the process being designed is also on the steering committee. This person will manage
the work flow of the process and the people who eventually staff this process will have
dotted line responsibility to the process owner.
Together with the process council, the champion sets the scope of the initiative by
identifying the core processes that run across the functions - idea to offering, inquiry to
cash, etc - from these they may prioritize and select a subset of processes for redesign. In
setting the scope, the executive also allocates resources - human, financial, and temporal
- to the initiative. The champion and process council deliberate and decide with
significant support from one or more professional change actors. These advocates
(Davenport 1993 p 179) may be external or internal consultants. In either case, the
executive relies on them to do the heavy lifting with the input and participation of
executives, managers, and employees. Internal consultants, who Hammer named "process
czars" (Hammer and Champy 1993) are generally professionals staffed in centralized
change groups such as organizational development, process management, or quality
management. In addition to working with the steering committee to secure resources and
support, they also manage a cadre of project leaders. They bring the knowledge, tools,
and experience to the overall initiative and also provide recommendations about how the
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project leaders should proceed. They orchestrate the initiative, with the ongoing approval
of the sponsor.
The development of this structure and recruitment of individuals in the roles of
champion, process council member, and process owner send a message through the
organization that there is a substantial project underway. No matter what the genesis of
the project, it appears as a "top-down" initiative. As executives and senior managers are
placed in roles in the structure, they become publicly associated as supporters of the work
and the possibility of a process-based organization. The appointment of a process owner
makes the coming changes concrete. For the professional who has day-to-day
responsibility for managing the overall initiative the structure provides a series of
relationships and forums through which communication, monitoring, and discipline can
occur. By reporting up through the structure, at meetings of the process council, the
professional can control understandings of the project as well as monitor responses to the
ongoing work and direction of the project. These forums can be used a space for eliciting
semi-public pledges of support and subordination of other interests and projects. The
infrastructure and its member's formal authority in the organization also provides a
means of doling out discipline to unruly parties and supplements and extends the limited
authority of the professional.
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Diagram 2: Stylized Governance Structure
Champion
Oversees all BPR work
Identifies and prioritizes processes
Sets high level expectations and deadlines.
Secures and allocates resources
I
Process Czar
Managing Up and Overseeing a group of project
leaders
IProject LeaderResponsible for team progress and outputExoertie in proc ss manags of employeesement
Team6 to 12 Members
* Subject Matter Experts
* Organizational Historian
* Rapresentatives from Functional Areas
Employee Work Teams - The prescriptions for how to proceed with redesigning
work are numerous (for example, Petrozzo and Stepper 1994, Hammer and Stanton 1995,
Davenport 1993, Braganza 2001). While each text has a twist, the fundamental ideas
about how to structure the change initiative and the work involved are shared. The day-
to-day work of redesigning processes is delegated to teams of employees. The
involvement of teams of employees is deemed necessary because the change work
requires an intimate, detailed knowledge of the day-to-day work of the organization.
Each process is a separate redesign project delegated to a team of 6 to 12 employees who
"do the detailed work of process innovation including gathering information for process
selection, searching for benchmarks, identifying enablers, creating more detailed visions,
defining process flows, and creating prototypes and transition plans" (Davenport 1993 p
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Process Council
Reviews each phase of project work
Ensures functional resources available to team
5 to 6 Senior Level Members
* Leaders of Functional Areas (stakeholders)
* Future Process Owner
* Executive Sponsor
* OE/D or Process Director
183). Project leaders carefully select team members. This proceeds "so as to avoid
negative personal perceptions...'MBA know-nothings' must be avoided... (team
members) must be individuals well respected by most people at all levels of the
organization from which they came" (Petrozzo and Stepper 1994 p 33). The team work is
described as multi-year commitment: "we know of no large organization that has fully
identified and implemented a major process innovation in less than two years"
(Davenport 1993 p 12). Further, it is prescribed that team members should be removed
from their jobs and engage in the project work on a full-time basis.
Each team is headed by a project leader who brings an agenda, tools, timeline,
and budget. The project teams are not self-managing, self-determined groups. The teams
work is described to occur in four phases: Orientation, Discovery, Design, and
Implementation. In more colorful language the phases are labeled: Discover, Hunt and
Gather, Innovate and Build, Reorganize, Retrain and Retool (Petrozzo and Stepper 1994).
Orientation involves learning about the project scope and plan, the resources available
and the participant roles. Team members learn about each other and BPR. In the
Discovery phase, team members collect data about how the work under consideration is
currently done in the organization, how this work is done in other organizations, and how
the customer experiences the organization. In the Design phase team members bring the
products of the Discovery phase together to develop a prototype for a new organization of
work. An approved design is, in the final stage, implemented. The project leader keeps
the team on a schedule and at regular intervals the work of the team is presented to the
steering committee.
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The teams do the heavy lifting. The employees selected to work on redesigning a
process are the public day-to-day face of the project. In these roles they interact with
follow employees in the organization and have a mandate to access information,
individuals, and spaces in the organization that they may not have had access to in their
job. While this may be perceived as a sign of higher status, team members strain under
the added responsibility which demands they expand their repertoire of skills and
abilities. In addition, they often expend more effort as they continue to work their "day
job" around the project work.
Vallas (2003) presents a hegemonic view of employee teams in which these
structures are used to internalize managerial mindsets and goals. In this view, when
employees are assigned to work teams they are brought in closer and more frequent
contact with management and management responsibilities. However, his empirical work
does not bear this out. Instead he finds that employee teams generate "patterns of
solidarity that are difficult for managers to control" and provide team members with a
new set of resources through which they can question managerial authority (Vallas 2003,
p. 205). The prescription of teams by the BPR literature can be interpreted through this
hegemonic lens with the twist that employees are not responsible for general management
work but particular change work. In the next chapter, I explore the experiences of
employees on these teams in detail, including practitioner advice about the selection
process.
Building the Wall - One of the key goals of a BPR projects is to reveal, analyze,
and redesign large, complex systems. This is not surprising given that its founders,
discussed below, were electrical engineers and computer scientists. Michael Hammer
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explained, "I'm a software engineer...I am interested in the engineering of complex
systems that are not constrained by the laws ofphysics. There are two - computers and
organizations. " All proponents agree the assumptions underlying the design of the
organization must be revealed and challenged. This is done by exposing the logic of the
current design. In doing this it is almost guaranteed that current ways of doing things are
not the result of planning and design but rather represents the institutionalization of the
improvised and temporary. Where organizations are the result of design, the logic of the
design is from an era in which control was most important and so this stifles the decision-
making and initiative-taking at lower levels in the organization.
A fundamental tool for BPR teams is a process map. This is a map of all of the
activities, roles, technologies, and information that together create a product or service.
These maps are used to diagnosis problems in current work processes and diagram new
ways to organize the work. As a tool, the process map can be a relatively benign object.
However, the experience of creating a process map can be staged to create in such a way
that the ideology of BPR is dramatized and brought to life (Kunda 1992 p. 93). That is,
the development of a process map can be understood as a ritual: "a rule-governed activity
of a symbolic character which draws the attention of participants to objects of thought
and feeling which they hold to be of special significance" (Lukes 1975, p.291). Through
this ritual, team members may experience the problems that BPR is meant to address in
an immediate, visceral way.
This ritual requires that the team go beyond mapping the process and engage in
the activity of building the wall. Across the papered wall of a conference room, team
members physically and creatively map the work. Learning about the "as-is" state of
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work is described as a research intensive process. Team members interview and observe
employees doing the work, collect current documentation of the work flows, and follow
the good or service under consideration through the organization. Who is involved, how
is the worked coordinated, how are problems addressed, where are the bottlenecks? This
information is summarized into a flowchart or map, illustrating the inputs and outputs
from the functions. Team members are to be doing this with a question in mind, what are
we trying to accomplish? Their purpose "rather than looking for opportunities to
improve the current process, (is to) determine which of its steps really add value and
search for new ways to achieve the result" (Hammer 1990 p. 106). They excavate and
represent the work of the organization.
This representation, cutting across the grain of the functional organization,
enlarges all of the problems of the functional organization as predicted by the texts and
gurus. Work is done sequentially when it could be done in parallel. Errors are made and
time is lost when work is passed from function to function. Because of poor
communicate, work has to sent back and redone. Valuable information is not shared
across function. No one has "ownership" or responsibility for the final good or service.
The lessons, warnings, concerns of BPR are dramatized and brought to life. From this
point of view, the answers to this "as-is" state of affairs are fairly obvious. The
organization can address the problems using a process logic.
The wall, a public display, is useful for the team. It is a powerful visual and a
device used by project leaders to sell the work in the organation and up the governance
structure. First, employees and managers whose work is portrayed on the wall are invited
to "walk the wall". A member of the team will take the "walker" across the wall
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explaining the diagram and ask for "walker's" perspective - is the diagram accurate, does
it include all work and activities, etc. Once suggestions are addressed, the wall becomes
an object of discussion. There are two things the wall provokes in walkers. First, it
demonstrates the bounty of opportunities for change. Second, it sells BPR as the solution.
Talking about Resistance - A shared narrative of the nature and scope of
resistance and heuristics for avoiding and dealing with resistance from employees and
managers circulates. This widespread narrative is appropriated without question or
investigation of its appropriateness or voracity in the given situation. The narrative
presents categories of "types of people" and attaches prescriptions about how to deal with
these people. Executives and key players are dealt with differently than others in the
organization. They have to be thoroughly convinced that there is a problem in the
organization which BPR can address. There is a little trick to doing this: an exercise
called "Staple yourself to an Order". This involves following the trajectory of an order
entering the organization and reporting on this trajectory. In particular, what is important
is that the order is passed, many times, across employees and functions. Remarkably, the
number of handoffs is almost always eight. The exercise "helps people understand what
is wrong... It is the kind ofstuff where the CEO puts his head on the table, you don't want
to hear it, but he didn't not believe that it wasn't going on, I mean these were very real
stories, and it was those stories that by the end of this one hour discussion, the CEO was
sold and we were on our way. "
For the remainder of the organization, the "20 - 60 - 20 rule" is invoked. That is,
twenty percent of the population is going to support the effort almost immediately. These
people are described in a number of ways. For example, "there 's a subset that will be the
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trim tab, who will really help move the rudder of the ship and then eventually turn the
ship. They are going to grab onto this and help lead it, drive it. " These people require
little attention. They will jump in and work on the change. There is another 20% who will
never buy it no matter what you do: "some subset of who can't buy this approach and
they may or may not be here a few years from now. " The efforts of the project teams and
leaders should not be wasted on these people. The final 60% are the people sitting on the
fence. They need to be convinced and this is where all the energy should be put. This
heuristic is told within the project team but also in communicating the change in the
organization. In communicating this "I keep telling the same story. I told this story to the
marketing organization and that is that out of 300 people sitting in the auditorium on
Monday "
In coming across resistance among the 60% of the organization who reside on the
fence, the counter offensive should not include "logical" attempts to persuade. That is,
the ideas and benefits of process should not be used to persuade. The problem, according
to the circulating narrative, is not that resisters lack information about the project but that
they are "emotional". For example, "the huge majority ofpeoples' resistance, their
reluctance, is not fact based. Ifyou get down to the root of their reluctance, it's not a
logical issue, it's an emotional one. I'd beat you to death with the numbers ten years ago,
over analyze things. Today I don't even attempt to convince people of a lot of things from
a logical standpoint. " Emotion is a euphemism for fear. To counter fear, the strategy is
to get people to face their fears and take actions to protect themselves in the coming
change. The other alternative is to leave.
-61-
5.2 Team Practices
While prescriptive texts provide instructions about how to minimize or eliminate
constraints in order to pursue BPR with support and resources, the seven teams studied
experienced constraints on the breadth and depth of their activities. Here I provide an
overview of the practices of the seven teams. As prescribed, all teams are situated within
a governance structure, sponsored at the executive level, and reporting to a steering
committee. However, the teams engaged in different activities. This is in part due to the
resources apportioned to teams and also about decisions project leaders about how to
engage employees and what methods and tools to use.
Within the bounds of resource constraints, the project leader with respect to a
selected project approach tightly manages the activities of the team. In the cases of teams
El and E2, the Process Office provided project leaders with formalized, standardized
approaches to change with templates, tools, and set activities. Change activities are
tightly managed by the project leaders and team members are assigned narrow, set
activities that are coordinated by the project leader. In the cases of teams Dl and D2, the
Process Office provided project leaders each with their own approach. Project leaders set
the agenda but team member are responsible for making decisions. Team members have
more latitude. Teams A, B, and C were supported by a quality office which was working
to build BPR capabilities and so there was no convergence on an approach. The observed
variation in the activities and experiences of the teams are related in part to resource
constraints but also to the presence of established approaches to change. I summarize the
activities of the teams in Table 2.
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Table 2: Team Practices
Organization Natural Medical Durable Consumer Goods Insurance
Resources Devices Products
Team A B C DI D2 El E2
Redesigning Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Work?
Process Product Product Service Service Product Service Service
Redesigned
Governance Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Structure?
Team
Size of Team 11 10 11 8 6 7 6
% Time -25% 100% 100% -40% -40% -20% -20%
Participation
Methods
Participation Full Full Full Full Tiered Tiered Tiered
External Yes No Yes Yes Yes No No
Education
Benchmarking Yes No Yes Yes Yes No No
Analysis of No No Yes Yes No No No
Customer Needs
Observation of Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Work
Built a Wall? Yes No Yes Yes Yes Used Kaizen Used Kaizen
Sessions Sessions
The practices teams vary with respect to each other and the prescriptions. First,
few organizations can afford to release 6 to 12 employees from their jobs for a year or
more. Instead employees work one to two days a week on the project. Employees worked
on the project full-time in only two cases (B and C). Because of human resource
constraints, some project leaders employed a strategy I call tiered participation. Some
team members, in particular those who are subject matter experts, were drawn to
complete very specific tasks related to their knowledge of the work and aspects of the
organization that were being redesigned. These team members did not fully participate in
the group activities, instead they worked to supply the team with need information and
insight. These team members tended to be either the highest or lowest status members of
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the group. For example, a director on Team D2 was drawn on to provide feedback on the
work of the group and represent the team on various committees in the organization.
Project leaders have different ideas about what kind of a "process" education team
members need. Some, such as the project leaders of team El, E2, and B, felt that they
could provide team members with what they needed to know about process. Other team
leaders draw on external resources for these purposes. In the case of Team A, an external
coach was brought in to provide a full-day session on BPR. In addition, the team
members read "Reengineering the Corporation" (Hammer and Champy 1993) and "The
Goal" (Goldratt 1984). In the case of teams C and D, team members attended Michael
Hammer's introductory seminar. External education is expensive and can require more
time than project leaders have. However, some project leaders also want to have control
over this process. At State Insurance, the concern is that external education programs
become a way for employees to "gain credentials, for their own good and not necessarily
for the good of the company ". Another expensive, time consuming activity - bench visits
- were conducted by four teams (A, C, D1, D2).
Despite the customer being the ideological basis of BPR, most teams don't gather
data about customer experience, satisfaction, or requirements. Two teams, C and D1,
engaged in a qualitative assessment of customer demands. Through interviews, they
developed an understanding of what customers were lacking and wanted. The other teams
drew on common notions of what customers want to redesign the work; for example,
cycle times, cost, quality, and accuracy. In observing how the work is done and
interviewing employees and managers who contribute to the production of a good or
service, something do by every team, team members identify abundant issues that are
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likely problematic for customers and so the approach is to deal with these issues. Some
teams take this information and create a shared representation. This was not done in three
cases (B, El, and E2).
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"Changes in large systems ultimately depend on comparable radical changes
among individuals and groups" (Gersick 1991 p. 35)
Chapter 6: The Production of Agents for Change in the Pursuit of
Organizational Change
6.1 Introduction
When the CEO of Durable Products suddenly retired, an organization-wide BPR
initiative, mid way to completion, was shelved. A year earlier, a group of 11 employees -
including a marketing manager, a production supervisor, and a sales representative -
were pulled off their jobs to work full time on the order acquisition project. These
employees had never before participated in a change initiative and had no previous
exposure to BPR. Their assignment began with jolt. They gave up their offices and
reports, and relocated to a large conference room. They learned the work involved in
generating and securing orders including the inefficiencies, communication gaps, and
blind spots of the existing procedures. Attending educational seminars and visiting other
organizations, they also learned how to reorganize work from a functional logic to a
process logic, bringing together the set of activities that contribute to the generation and
management of customer orders. Over the year, the members of the team went from
being skeptical participants in the project to being skilled organizational architects,
articulate spokespersons, and committed supporters of the change and BPR. When the
project was cancelled and the members were asked to return to their roles, most of them
found they could not. An Information Technology Manager explained:
"I didn't want to go back to my job in IT. I wanted to be in a position where I
could continue to influence change one way or another... I'm a black belt (Six
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Sigma) by title only. I don't think of myself as a black belt...My role is change
manager...I just came out of the VP of six sigma's office where I said, 'you
understand I want to die here. I don't want to go anywhere. I see so many
opportunities'...I am very passionate about this. "
This manager, along with three other team members, reconsidered her career plans and
decided to continue to work for change at Durable Products by joining the Six Sigma
department. Another six team members reconsidered not only their career plans but also
their employer. They left Durable Products and moved into roles in other organizations
where they would have the opportunity to initiate BPR projects and continue to work for
organizational change.
Viewed from the perspective of organizational change, this is an example of
failure. The organization pursued a significant change but was unable to sustain the effort
to achieve the original stated goal. The order acquisition process at Durable Products did
not change. However, for the people working on the project it was transformative. In
their words, it was an "epiphany ", an "awakening ", "a turning point ".
The project at Durable Products generated an unintended consequence (Merton
1936). Actors, embedded in a mature organization, emerge with an interest in an
organizational form and the potential, the motivation and resources, to transform the
practices of other organizations. In pursuing change, organizations like Durable Products
may create a ripple effect in an industry through the development of actors who are not
merely carriers but active, motivated agents. In this paper, I examine the means and
potential of organizational change initiatives to generate an important and explicit
mechanism of diffusion: change agents.
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Studies of change agents and champions tend to be under socialized (Day 1994,
Howell and Higgins 1990, Markham 2000). The change behaviors of actors are credited
to their attributes, skills, and dispositions. For example, one study concludes that
champion emergence is a function of their "personality characteristics, transformational
leadership behaviors, and frequency and variation of influence tactics" (Howell and
Higgins 1990 p 317). However, these studies cannot show whether theses differences
they find are the cause of the change actions or if they emerge as a result of the change
work they do. Are change actors more politically sophisticated at the outset or do they
become politically sophisticated through the course of trying to change an organization?
Current studies are missing the antecedent conditions through which actors' interests and
resources are developed.
6.2 The Transformation of Actors
In this chapter I analyze this unanticipated consequence of organizational change:
how do employees become mobilized, their interests and resources developed in the
course of local organizational change, to commit themselves to initiating and driving
change in organizations? I trace the experiences through which actors become agents for
change. By agent of change, I mean actors who have a felt responsibility to expose and
remove taken-for-granted organizational obstacles that get in the way of serving the
customer and seek opportunities to do so.
How do I identify agents for change? There are two characteristics that
"transformed" team members share. First, they embark on a new career trajectory and
seek out other circumstances where they can initiate change projects and continue to
work for change. Second, their perspective is altered. They are able to identify and
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articulate organizational structures - departments, roles, and routines - as unquestioned,
human inventions. Further, these artificial designs are obdurate, despite their interference
with efficient work processes. The actors' perspectives are transformed when they come
to understand the reified nature of the organization and the implications their prior
perspective has had on their perception, action, and interpretation of problems in the
organization and possible solutions.
It is important to note that the transformation is not a goal of project leaders or the
organization. To be sure, project leaders want team members to be enthusiastic about the
work, committed to the project, and champions of the change. For example, the premier
management consultancy McKinsey (2007) described just how to do this. At the end of
the article, they describe how after 12 to 18 months the team members will re-enter the
organization. The transformation, I describe and explain is more profound. Those who
are transformed cannot fit back into the organization. They cannot go back to the way
things were before and they embark on a new career path.
6.3 Development of the Model
In this chapter, I present an analysis of the experiences of 57 employees selected
to work on one of seven change projects in five organizations. Drawing on interviews and
observation, I coded both the subjective experiences of the team members as well as the
objective conditions of their work including activities, interactions, and methods. Using a
variation of analytic induction6 (Becker 1989), I identified what united and distinguished
6 Typically studies apply this analysis to cases of the outcome of interest and as a result the research
delivers a descriptive model that does not rule out the possibility that this same process could also account
for another outcome. I avoid this problem by analyses all 57 cases and include the experiences of those who
do not experience a transformation.
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the 34 cases in which team members experienced a transformation from the other 23
cases and developed a model of three necessary experiences.
Analytic induction is a strategy that directs the researcher to pay close attention to
evidence that challenges or disconfirms the emerging model and used it to refine,
sharpen, and elaborate the model (Ragin 1987). Beginning with a case in which a team
member experienced a personal transformation, I developed a theory of how this
happened, through what process - what experiences, people, situations, spaces - was the
person embedded in during the project. As I analyzed each case, I accumulated evidence
that challenged my initial model and provided important data that I used to revise the
model.
In examining the cases, I considered whether the outcomes of projects may have
influenced the outcomes for individuals. Although I studied these projects longitudinally
and identified that those who experienced personal change did so before the project
outcome was known, I conducted independence tests at an individual and team (%
transformed) level and did not find a relationship. I also tested whether individual
differences including sex, tenure, education, and level in the organization were correlated
with the personal outcomes. I found no significant differences between those who
experienced a change and those who didn't, with one exception. Education was
significantly related to transformation; specifically, those with master's degrees were
more likely to be transformed than those with bachelor's degrees. In addition, I tested
whether team level conditions such as the percent of time committed to the project, the
size of the team, and the duration of the project were related to the percent of team
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members transformed. I did not find any significant relationships. Table 3 provides a
summary of the project team characteristics.
Table 3: Project Team Characteristics and Percent of Team Members "Transformed"
Organization Natural Medical Devices Durable Products Consumer Goods Insurance
Resources
Team A B C Dl D2 El E2
Process Product Product Service Service Product Service Service
Duration 8 months 13 months 16 months 12 months 14 months 8 months 7 months
Size of Team 11 10 11 8 6 7 6
Time Commitment -25% Full-time Full-time -40% -40% -20% -20%
Project Progress or Shelved Shelved Cancelled Ongoing - Ongoing - Completed - Completed -
Outcome Implementatio Implementation Design Design
Implemented Implemented
% Transformed 100% 20% 90% 63% 83% 29% 17%
6.4 Selection of Team Members
Descriptions of organizational change generally begin with all of the actors
present and the underlying assumption is that actors chose to be involved. They volunteer
or select into situations of change (Howell and Higgins 1990). In contrast, I find that
actors who become important contributors to organizational change - the change team
members - are selected through multiple rounds of careful consideration and discussion.
The project leader and manager, in consultation with the project champion and
stakeholders, balance multiple interests when identifying potential team participants.
First, the project benefits from having a representative from each function or division
expected to be affected by the change who can act as both a formal and informal
communication channel between the project and the managers and employees in their
function. Second, the project requires subject matter experts or "SMEs" - individuals
who have a deep understanding of some aspect of work undergoing change. During the
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course of the project, the team will consult with numerous SMEs on an as needed basis
but it is still conventional to have several SMEs on the team. Finally, the project team is
anchored by individuals with organizational memory. These are long-tenured employees
who have lived through other change attempts and can recount and interpret the past for
the team.
The project leaders also look for a particular type of person, a complainer with
credibility. As one project leader explained, he looks for "someone who is a healthy
skeptic, meaning that they are not terrible but they question things until they are
convinced that they make sense and usually those kinds ofpeople are vocal...So we want
one of those. " Team members must be known to be critical and vocal, and must, in
addition, be respected by their peers. Once individuals are identified, the project leader or
sponsor will approach the managers or executives these individuals report to and
negotiate for their time and commitment to the project.
Team members attribute their selection to their willingness to express discontent
with the way things are done in the organization. A team member explained, "I don 't
want to say I was a malcontent, but I was one of those people who was never happy with
the status quo, things can always be better. I was very vocal with my boss who was
tolerant of me. " Another team member said that "(I) hounded my boss asking when are
we going to start removing this crap? When are we going to figure out a better way of
doing this? " Yet another explained, "I was probably the most active (of the shift
supervisors) in doing that - addressing or trying to uncover and address stuff as it
happened and bring it to the lead supervisor's attention. " These individuals observe
problems in the organization and have developed critiques of the way the organization is
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run. Although they spend time thinking about the organization and developing critiques,
they do not describe themselves as change actors in any way. That is, prior to joining the
team, employees do not see themselves as organizational change agents. Nonetheless, this
sense of dissatisfaction or frustration with inefficiencies, unmet expectations, and
problems that go unaddressed is a well-known ingredient for individual and
organizational change (Lewin 1951). Change or openness to change occurs when
individuals experience a tension between how the world is and how they think it should
be. This tension "unfreezes" them and opens them to considering alternative courses of
action.
Employees are generally "invited" to join the team and the work is sold to the
employee as an opportunity. A project leader explained that "the PR that goes into
selling people to take on this challenge has at least a thinly veiled notion that the
participating individual will end up in a better career position than they are leaving".
However, once the prospective team member's manager has agreed to release them the
employee has limited say in whether or not they participate. There is little they can do to
avoid this assignment. The midst of their daily life in the organization, they are called up
from the ranks, and asked to work on the team.
Some team members mistakenly believed their participation is optional. For
example, one team member reported that "[my boss] asked me to put my money where my
mouth was (join the team). I complained a lot about the way things were, so at that point
I had to decide whether I was going to fix it or not. " Most perceive participation on the
team as an opportunity to begin working on the things they had been complaining about,
"it gave me an opportunity in a structured kind of way to somewhat help effect those
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kinds of changes." Others tried to resist, "I actually turned it down twice. I said I don't
think I want to do this. My plans were clearly something else. I am a line person at heart
and I am about business results." Lobbied by several senior members of the organization,
he eventually consented.
One exception to the process described above occurs in organizations that have
been engaged in BPR over a number of years. In the case of Consumer Goods (team D ),
one team member has been engaged in several BPR teams. After being selected for the
first team and experiencing a transformation, he requested that he continue to work on
such projects in the organization. This individual provides an example of the process
examined in this paper. Through his participation on a team, he has changed the course of
his career at Consumer Goods and works almost full-time, participating on several teams
simultaneously, on process redesign and implementation.
Team members are not randomly selected. However, they also don't volunteer.
Instead, a particular type of employee is selected to participate on the team. Even so, not
all of the team members experience a change through the participation. In the next
section, I describe how it is some of these particular employees are changed.
6.5 Producing Agents for Change
In this section, I present a model of the objective activities or work which provoke
subjective experiences that produce agents for change. I describe the series of
opportunities that distinguish the work and experiences of the actors who identify as
being changed by their participation from those who do not. Transformed actors
complete significant work that involves learning new skills, meeting others in BPR
community and developing representations of the work they are redesigning. Their
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experience is intense, demanding, and, most would agree, exhilarating, "At the end of the
day, (this project) has given each of us the highest of highs and the lowest of lows. "
Team members do not begin as interested and skilled participants. They have
limited knowledge, if any knowledge, of BPR and any ambitions they have for the project
relate to the possibility of advancement along their current career path. However, through
a sequence of opportunities, some experience a transformation. Working to change
organizations becomes meaningful to them and motivates them to seek out continued
work in the area.
The opportunities required for a transformational experience are: a rupture in
organizational role; immersion into the BPR community; observation of the organization
as a whole. I am not suggesting stimulus and response. I am not suggesting that team
members who, for example, were involved in creating a physical representation of work
responded by articulating the systemic nature of the problems. What I am presenting are
the amalgam of objective experiences that over time and in combination create a
particular interpretation of how organizations are designed and how they should be
designed. In presenting these objective conditions, I also describe the subjective
experiences of the team members as they come to understand and internalize this
interpretation.
These opportunities or objective conditions are not created or carved out by
individual team members but are the result of the resources provided to the teams and
decisions projects make about the use and distribution of these resources. In Chapter 5, I
describe how project leaders structured the experience of team members.
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Transformed team members share three experiences that distinguish their
participation on the project from that of other team members. First, they experience a
rupture in their organizational role. This may occur through disruption in their authority,
a crisis of confidence, or physical dislocation. This weakens the fixedness of their
existing world and pushed them into a new world of work, skills, and relations. Second,
all transformed team members are immersed into the business process community by
which I mean they are both exposed to BPR as a general movement in the economy and
develop a sophisticated understanding and critique of the historical trajectory of work
organization or the labor process. Third, all transformed team members have the
opportunity to observe the organization as a whole. This allows members to develop a
system attribution perspective and develop an alternative account of organizational
problems and solutions. Through these three experiences, 34 of the 57 team members
underwent a transformation in perspective that caused them to reconsider their careers.
The model is illustrated in diagram 3. The shaded rectangles represent the team
members experienced rupture, immersion, or observation. From this representation it is
apparent that some team members experience one of the three or two of the three. The
model appears "too clean" or simplistic in the sense that there appear to be no deviations.
However, this is an artifact of my analytical approach in which I took deviations into
account and revised my model to account for them.
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Diagram 3: Model of Production
6.5.1 Rupture in organizational role
Transformations are described only in cases where team members experience a rupture in
their organizational role and are required to take on a new role or develop a new
repertoire of skills and behaviors (Hughes 1958). The role, skills, and behaviors are
neither familiar nor well scripted. As the project progresses, team members come to
understand that the nature of the work they are engaged in diverges in significant ways
from the work they have been doing. As they come to understand this they experience a
crisis in confidence. They fear that do they have the necessary skills and knowledge to
contribute to the team and the organizational change. Additionally, they are unsure
whether they are "the right type of person" to do this work. They question whether they
have the necessary disposition. This is a struggle, experienced as both positive and
negative, during the course of the project.
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of Agents for Change
Formal Disruption in Role - In the two cases where team participation is full-
time, permanent employees are hired to fill team member's prior functional role. In these
two cases only, team members do not have a guaranteed position to return to after the
project is complete. A team member explains how she felt about this, " You know when I
moved over to [the project] it was kind of like, okay. I'm going out of my function now.
I'm bringing my functional knowledge but I'm going out of my function. And they 're
back-filling me, and that's what I know, and now I'm doing something I don 't know. I
almost feel like a new engineer again. " Like others in her situation, she goes on to
explain why, despite these feelings of uncertainty, participating on the team is positive.
The rationale is very simple - there is also a risk involved in staying in the function
where you are more comfortable and secure: "None of us are really safe. You can just
keep on doing the same thing and you think you're safe - you have ajob - but the
company can lay you off " Other team members in the same situation spoke with
confidence about their ability to find work either inside or outside the firm and continue
their career without much or any loss of stature or money.
Higher status full-time team members, directors and managers, are conscious of
losing the accoutrements that accompany their prior roles, placing them in a precarious
organizational position. For example, "I had three different organizations within R&D as
a director and about 80 people reporting up through those organizations. One was a
complete business which was (product X) and then I turned around the next day and I
had three people reporting to me. I was still a director, but I gotta tell you it was this gut
wrenching moment. What does it mean for my career? What is it mean for me? All of a
sudden I'm hit with this and (my boss) was very good about saying this is important
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position and you know, we thinkyou're the right person. " Another high status team
member described his experience in the course of promoting process in the organization,
"I sat at the table in front of 60 people and say, folks, here's what process means. It
means titles don't matter so much and offices don't matter so much and direct career
paths don 't matter so much, and by the way, in this last five minutes I'm talking about
me.
Full and part-time team members experience a physical discontinuity when a
common area, typically a conference room, is dedicated to the team throughout the
course of the project. These war rooms provide a space to meet, work, and socialize.
Over time the room is filled with group and individual materials and supplies. Cartoons,
team charters, slogans, and other documents are posted on walls, windows, and doors.
For example, one team drew inspiration from Napoleon's battle wisdom, posting the
quote "When you set out to take Vienna, take Vienna". Snack food, favorite chairs, and
other comforts accumulate. Team members, used to working in their office, or in some
cases cubicles, now work in a collective space devoid of personal effects and other
signals of identity and status. Additionally, the team members are pulled, through this
spatial separation, from their usual relations, interactions, and habits.
The nature of the work - Time is reconfigured on the change project. The team
has an overall timeline they must work within, usually ten to twelve months during which
the work unfolds gradually. Although change practitioners often stress the importance of
small wins, quick hits, and early tangible results (Hammer and Stanton 1995), the early
work of the team is slow, iterative, and relative to the management structure of the
organization, consensual. Instead of executing plans, checking tasks off lists, and
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producing tangible results, the work involves discussion and iteration. A new
organizational design emerges from iteration across multiple activities: collection of
internal data; review of previous designs; evaluation of external ideas; meetings with
stakeholders. It is neither a linear nor an efficient process.
A large amount of work may never generate anything that seems of immediate or
practical use. An actor explains, "I'm learning to do what I'm getting comfortable with is
taking this iterative path as opposed to an executional path... So you learn you go
backward to go forward. You learn some more you go backward down around. "
Compounding concerns over the pace of work is the fact that the work is not very
tangible until a design starts to come together. Team members have to adjust to this:
"I still have a 3 x 5 card in my desk drawer that I colored with a pen - both sides
completely red - during a day long meeting and at the end of the day my boss said, what
in the heck was that? I said well I had to feel like Ifinished something. This (meeting all
day to plan) was not work to me. I was used to dealing with customers and fighting fires
and checking boxes and accomplishing things, and this talking and thinking endlessly in
these meetings was driving me crazy. "
Despite the alien and uncomfortable temporality, this unhurried pace is later
understood as important. The passage of time allows team members to learn, reflect, and
as one described it "simmer with the ideas ". A slow starting pace is also important in
bringing the team members to the same level of understanding, not leaving any behind. A
team member reflected on what seemed like a dawdling starting pace saying, "we just go
for a little bit at a time, a little bit at a time bringing people along, and pretty soon as you
learn more and more. I think everyone kind of comes together and aligns because you all
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learn together. Everyone kind of learning together, whether you agree or disagree or are
more comfortable or uncomfortable. Everyone starts to get to the same level of because
you're all learning, but it takes time, which is frustrating". The slow starting pace allows
time for learning and reflection.
Crisis in Confidence - Team members experience a disruption in confidence. In
joining the project team, members move away from the work with which they are
familiar, practiced, and accomplished. They enter a situation in which it is not clear if or
how their established skills and knowledge will be useful in the project. Their confidence
is shaken: "In almost any other position he could have given me I think I would have
been able, after 26 years (tenure), to hit the ground running or at least walking pretty
fast. This particular role, I looked at it and said, well what do we do tomorrow? I really
didn't know. 26 years of going up in an organization, learning, accumulating experience,
and then all of a sudden someone goes okay you are over here now and it's a new
world. " Not only is the content of work different but the role performance is also
different. Most have to shift from exercising hierarchical authority to persuading,
influencing, and drawing on different resources to push the change effort forward. "I'm
not a touchy feely kind of guy. My idea is just go get it done and we'll clean it up later,
and to an extent I think I'm wired that way, but the learning I had was, that's not the way
you'll ever get anything to last... I had to resist every urge and everything that had made
me successful prior to my work in process. " The actors also learn that in the case of
change, a different form of persuasion is required, "I would say the huge majority of
peoples' resistance, their reluctance, is not fact based. Ifyou get down to the root of
their reluctance, it's not a logical issue, it's an emotional one. I'd beat you to death with
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the numbers ten years ago, over analyze things. Today I don't even attempt to convince
people of a lot of things from a logical standpoint. " In addition to questioning their
knowledge and skills, team members are not sure they have the right disposition for the
work. "I really don't know ifI have the mindset. I'm a manufacturing guy - taking names,
kicking butts. I don't know ifI am cut out for it. Sitting around and being nice to people?
Locking yourself up for a conference room for days on end and thinking about things? I
am a doer, I am not a thinker. " As a result team members, through the course of the
project struggle to adjust to new ways of working. They must rely on discourse and
influence skills to a degree they were not expected to before. They had to sharpen their
political skills and build new allies and resources.
Rupture occurs in a number of ways. Full-time team members experience this
disruption through a loss formal authority and position in the organization. Part-time
team members experience this disruption through significant work demands on the team
that differ from their day to day roles. Some part-time team members do not experience
rupture because the project leaders tier participation. By this I mean that some team
members are given very specific tasks to work on that do not require that they develop
new skills or relations. For example, an information technology manager in one project
was asked to return to his role and put together the necessary data and analysis for the
project. This work did not ask new things of the individual.
By pulling team members from their typical organizational life and placing them
in a situation in which they must actively reconfigure expectations and work routines,
these disruptions lay a foundation for a possible conceptual transformation. Team
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members' disrupted organizational role and status is slowly replaced by another role, that
of change actor.
6.5.2 Immersion into Process Community
Team members come to the project with little or no understanding of BPR. As a team
member explained: "In the early couple of months I could not have articulated what it is
we were really trying to do because it took some time to really get the notion ofprocess. "
Project leaders, based on resources and preferences, have to address this gap prior to
engaging in the redesign work; however, they have different means of addressing this
gap. In cases where project leaders have limited time and financial resources, team
members will receive on-sight training in the classroom. The emphasis in these sessions
is on communicating the facts and instruments of process redesign. For example, a team
member explained: "Process is about charting out existing work process, developing a
vision for how we would do things if we could get rid of work that doesn't add value and
creates waste. " For example, in such cases teams learn how to conduct a root cause
analysis and use tools such as SIPOCS7 to structure problems and summarize a large
volume of information. Instruction of this sort is useful but it does not situate BPR in a
larger context or provide team members with a variety of cultural resources through
which they can conceptualize and narrate what they learn about the organization or their
experiences on the team. Transformed team members are given access to cultural
resources that can be drawn on through out and after their experience, to create meaning.
7 The acronym leads the team to consider the Suppliers (the 'S' in SIPOC) of your process, the Inputs (the
'I') to the process, the Process (the 'P') your team is improving, the Outputs (the 'O') of the process, and the
Customers (the 'C') that receive the process outputs.
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Transformative experiences occur only in cases where team members go through
a dedicated educational phase in which process as a concept is explained and, more
crucially, they are introduced to the existence of an economy wide BPR community.
Transformed team members learn about the idea of BPR including the history, texts, and
rhetoric. They learn about BPR as a generalized, legitimized approach used throughout
the economy rather than as an approach that is idiosyncratic to their organization. The
history of the idea is discussed beginning with Adam Smith's description of the division
of labor in the pin factory, continuing to Taylorism, then Demming, and so on. It is in
relation to this transitory and contested history of work organization and the division of
labor that the coordinating role of process is juxtaposed. Process is also discussed in
relation to the quality movement, as moving beyond issues of waste identified in quality
work and focusing on work that does provide value to the customer. They learn the
rhetoric of process including the core metaphors and stories. Through this, each team
member assembles a cultural toolkit that allows them to speak with some depth, from
many angles about the idea of BPR (Swidler 1986).
It is particularly important that team members understand their role in a larger
history of ideas about the organization of work. Through this local project they become a
part of something larger such as "reversing the industrial revolution " and they see their
career, their biography, intersecting with history (Mills 1959). Team members later
reflect on this period of education as "academic " or "book learning". This is not meant
disparagingly. Most value the opportunity to take time to read and reflect on company
time. It allows them to develop a language and narrative around process with confidence
to talk about it both inside and outside of the organization. Although the instruction
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occurs in a discrete period, the materials, the language, and the stories reappear
throughout the project.
In addition to a theory of process, the team members are exposed to the large and
thriving community of process practitioners. Through educational seminars, writings, and
meetings with their peers in other organizations they become aware of the gurus and
consultants but more importantly others like themselves in numberless organizations.
They become aware of the institutional infrastructure surrounding the idea of BPR and
dislodged from the particular assignment and organization. A way this occurs is through
"bench visits". Bench visits are discussed by team members as an alternative to
benchmarking, collecting quantitative and qualitative data on the practices and
experiences of relevant organizations. Bench visits do not involve any formalized data
collection but as the name suggests involves meeting with, visiting other organizations. A
team member summed it up as, "people will fly in for a day and look at team room and
talk to team members. " During these visits members of the team meet with their process
peers to discuss "lessons learned". Teams quickly become hosts to teams in other
organizations who wish to learn more about process. "It seemed very odd to me that after
only 10 months of workpeople were calling us on a very regular basis, once, twice a
month, 'can we come visit and look at what you're doing?' The whole time I thought, I
don't know anything about anything. We haven't accomplished much. Itjustfascinated
me that people would come to talk to us. "
Project leaders admit that these trips are primarily inspirational. Team members
are made more comfortable in their role with the knowledge that there exists a coherent
group of people out there, struggling to make change in other organizations. They know
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and feel that they are a part of something larger. This legitimates their efforts but is also a
supply of resources, opportunities, and support. "You get to those points where you ...
really just want to talk to somebody who understands what you're feeling, what you're
seeing. Somebody who can tell you what not to do as much as tell you what to do. Those
are very comforting conversations. I have called (team members in other organizations)
and said, "I've got a process issue and I know you've probably experienced this, could
you help me? " And, I have never had anybody say, "No, I don't have time. " It's one of
those things where it's almost a feeling of it's you against the world some days and
you've got afriend out there that knows yourpain. " This community may or may not be
immediately important or useful to the team members; it becomes crucial later when team
members complete their transformational experience. It provides them with a durable
network and cultural milieu built around the idea of process. Through exposure to this
community, they are also made aware of an alternative world and career path. A team
member explained, "You could make a career, like (individual at another company), of
going around and applying this across different pieces of the business. " This knowledge
is crucial to the process of transformation. In cases where teams did not receive this
opportunity, team members expressed surprise when asked whether they would put their
team experience on their resume. A team member replied, "I never even considered that.
Do you think managers outside of [Insurance Company] would think that is
transferable? "
6.5.3 Observation of the Organization as a Whole
Employees who experienced a transformation come to see, literally, the organization as a
whole. This occurs through the relatively prosaic activity of creating a process map of the
work under consideration. For the first time team members see all the work activities and
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work flow related to producing the particular project or service. The walls of conference
room are cleared of pictures and plaques, their length now covered with paper. Over a
course of days or weeks, a flowchart of the work activities involved in producing a good
or service is drawn. For example, how is a new product developed? How does an
insurance claim get paid? The roles responsible for these activities are added. The flow of
materials and information are charted. The connection of these steps in time, whether the
activities are done sequentially or simultaneously, is tracked. String, in multiple colors, is
pinned to the wall and used to track the work weaving up and down the organization,
through and around multiple departments from inception to client delivery. The role of
technology in the production process is added. The flowchart documents the genesis of
the product or service and traces the various roles, relationships, and tools that contribute
to its production. This "process map" reveals the day-to-day work activities and practices.
A team member explained, " Ifyou think about some traditional manufacturing you can
see the work... We have 3000 people in one building that do one thing - move
information. And one of the issues with this is that you can't see it... It sits in computers
and sits in peoples heads and until we got it on the walls and drew it out explicitly we
could not see the problems and the disconnects. So we really get it out of their heads and
out of the information systems and explicitly show (it)."
Building the wall, as the flowchart or map is called, is a major activity that often
takes several weeks and is based on information collected over several months of
"discovery" work. Building a map is a creative, tactile, and physical. The work of the
organization is excavated as the team pieces together a picture of the work based on each
member's specific knowledge of a particular aspect of it. The combined knowledge of the
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team is usually incomplete. To fill the gaps, team members interview other employees,
observe the work, or invite employees to view the wall and add their role to the image.
Internal and, sometimes, external customers are invited to view and add to the map.
The mapping exercise reveals the work but also reveals an important insight - no
one person has a complete view of the workflow. Team members express surprise that
this information has never before been collected and organized. It occurs to them that the
organization is being managed without an understanding of the detailed work activities
and how they are being performed. They also begin to realize that they will see things
that others in the organization, even those more senior or experienced, cannot see from
their partial vantage point. The wall provides the team members with a unique vantage
point into the organization.
The wall provides team members with a sense of vertical distance from the
organization. The perspective they gain on the team is several levels higher than what
they have observed in their job. Team members begin to understand the partial nature of
their previous viewpoint. They can now see all the functions and activities involved and
the connections between roles, groups, and activities that they had never pieced together.
The interdependent, systematic, nature of the work across the organization emerges.
Team members are lifted from their local perspective. A team member explains that until
you have stared into the face of the scope, scale, and complexity of the business... and
really got a sense of all of that, I don 't thinkprocess really makes sense to you, because
all you really see is your function. All you really see is this is the spreadsheet of the day,
or this is the problem of the moment, or this is the issue of the week. " What they confront
on the wall is a complex system: multiple actors, actions, and their connections. Another
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team member describes his perspective prior to seeing the systematic nature of the work,
"I only thought of things in the context of my span of control. "
This work system, its relational aspects and implications, become the focus of the
team. Employees came to the project with critiques of how things are done and ideas
about how things could or should be fixed. What they realize through this higher
perspective is that some issues they identified as "burning platforms'' are from a holistic
and relative perspective, are symptoms of bigger problems. For example, a team member
described an organizational problem that had been bothering him for a long time. He
perceived the problem to be fundamental, large, and important to solve. As the wall came
together, he saw the problem in perspective, "Once you put it in the scope of the all the
work, you realize that it's so small and far down that it really doesn't matter. " Problems
that seemed large and important become smaller and, more importantly, epiphenomenal.
In contrast, team members come to understand that things can be running
smoothly at a local or functional level but cause problems in other areas in the
organization. Further, local solutions maybe organizational irritants. Related to this, they
also see how their own work or any set of activities contributes to the delivery of the
organization's product. Attempts to leave an imprint on the organization through
exceptional effort or local solutions are understood as relatively futile and prone to being
washed away by the flood of the organization qua organization. A team member
explained, "I was responsible for so much of what was screwed up on that wall. I
created it. I had made my little piece of the world better but when I looked at it from the
big picture ...I had spent my entire 10 years in that part of the business and it was pretty
8 Burning Platform is a term popularized by Jack Welch in the 1980s. It refers to issues that provide a case
for radical change.
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ugly, and I was responsible for a whole bunch of that. So to me, recognizing, you know,
admitting you're part of the problem that was a big deal for me. " Individual efforts are
reconsidered with respect to the organization as a whole: "Iguess on one hand I was
proud that in this maze of such a mess I could actually get things done. There was a
certain amount ofpride in that...but the cost to the company and all of the things that you
discover in the diagnosis, that was sort ofpainful. "
The teams comes to focus on systemic problems and in doing so they are
empathetic to how local actors, despite well laid plans, are constrained by the broader
system in which they operate. For example, they learn how bottlenecks in one function
affect work in another function. Different understandings of fundamental terminology
across functions emerge: "We found three different definitions of the term shipment. IfI
talk to you about a shipment, does that mean the shipment that gets produced and goes
out the door? Does that mean a shipment that I actually get paid for? Because you get
damaged goods and you have returns and I think to a certain extent, that was a surprise
even to the general manager. Errors in early activities cause rework in later activities.
Some work never actually contributes or makes a marginal contribution to the final
product. The wall is crucial in facilitating this new systemic perspective. A team member
explains this by comparing PowerPoint with the wall: "you are showing one slide and
then it is gone and the next one is up and it is not exactly clear how one thing relates to
the next and so ifyou have a bunch ofstuff up there at once you get to figure out what
kinds of relationships there are between one thing and another ... by doing that you can
see relationships that you might not have been able to see otherwise. " The wall enlarges
their perspective and segmented views are brought together, ordered, and connected.
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Team members recognize that their perspective on the organization had been
partial and particularistic. The perspective that had previously informed their actions,
critiques, and aspirations is now seen to be myopic, narrow, and missing the more
fundamental point. Once team members have a new perspective on the organization the
wall becomes an analytic device, an artifact that can be discussed, questioned, edited, and
reorganized. They can adjust their diagnosis of the source of problems and come to
attribute problems to the system rather than individuals or events. In particular, the
segmentation of departments, roles, time, routines which encourage sub-optimal local
efforts are identified as problematic.
It is important to note that the tools or method of creating the wall - basic flow
charting - is not new to team members. "These were not new tools. I had been taught
these tools before. It is funny I look back in my books and classes I have taken and I say
okay this is no different than then so why didn't I get it then. " Team members with
engineering educations are familiar with these techniques. In addition to their educational
backgrounds, team members were exposed to BPR training that emphasized the
fragmented, segmented nature of the organization and the problems associated with this.
It is not knowledge of process, but the experimental nature of their application that make
these tools efficacious. A project leader explained that, "we havepeople who understand
the content. They can quickly understand what process management means but you don't
really understand it until you have rolled up your sleeves and done the work. It is very
experiential. You have to do it to get it. " The difference between conceptualizing the
change in classes, readings and meetings and experiencing the change is described as
significant: "you know there is a difference in knowing and believing, you conceptually
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know it and now you have to experience it ". Actors make a distinction between those
who have experienced this transformation and others who have not, "there is a difference
between getting everyone to nod their head and say yes and really have it in their gut and
believe it. "
As an alternative to building a wall, some teams, use Kaizen sessions. Several day
long sessions are held in which team members and other employees gather to discuss how
the work under redesign is currently done and suggestions for improvement. What takes
place is a fragmented discussion in which attendees explain how they do their work, their
inputs, outputs and processes but also ideas they have for improvements. The
information and experiences shared are eye-open for attendees but in a different way then
the wall. Through the course of the discussion problems are identified: inputs are
incorrect, databases don't connect, and people who should be communicating don't.
Instead of providing a picture of the whole, the session provides individuals information
about problems with their work and how they can work around it. For example, in one
session a team member described a database she uses to do her work. It contains
information that employees in another function have needed for some time. Instead of
examining this disconnection and its cause and effect in the broader system, the
individuals agree to speak "off-line" about how they could share the database. The notion
of a systemic problem is lost without a master representation and focus at a higher level.
Only a few actors in the room are tracking to the larger view - those who are trained to
be conscious of it. The project leader is building a private process map but team members
do not get access to this full picture.
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6.6 Cognitive Transformation
Team members who experience a transformation describe entering into a new way of
thinking about the organization and its purpose. In line with BPR rhetoric, transformed
team members talked about becoming a systems thinker but also an "end-to-end" thinker.
End-to-end thinking involves considering the system of activities the customer is willing
to pay for. The point of reference, the reason, for all work must be the customer. Their
preferences and needs prioritize and shape the actions of the organization and employees.
This is something team members admit to having considered previously but which is now
central. Other pressures, demands, needs fade in relation to this new way of thinking.
"This is not revolutionary. It is common sense... But we are just so caught up in a routine
that we lose sight of what we are doing and why we are here. "
Because the process flow is drawn against the functional grain of the
organization, against the division of labor, these boundaries are highlighted and revealed
as particularly troublesome for the customer. Through such an analytical approach, the
team members identify the fragmentation experienced in organizations - fragmentation of
time, groups, tasks, and perspective - as a fundamental problem. For example, when
asked to explain the underlying problem, a team member explained: "So what are we
doing? We are really filling customer orders; however we have it broken down into
smaller pieces and we give each one of those pieces to someone we are calling a
department manager. These structures (departments) that we put in place some time in
the past have become real in peoples' minds and we think there is a difference between
someone who works in department A and someone who works in department B. " The
team members came to understand the departmental boundaries, each with independent
hierarchy and division of labor, as a problem, interfering with the basic goal of filling
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customer orders. The two departments, the two managers and two groups of employees
are the result of a boundary drawn some time in the past. What the team member is
pointing out is that these constructions have become reified. Ideas about departments and
distinction between them have become "real in peoples minds " and as a result "we think
there are differences between someone who works in department A and someone who
works in department B ".
Another team member explains that not only are our ideas about departments,
organizational geography, reifications but that it is "the same thing with how we organize
time. We organize time by shifts or by hours or by day or whatever but that is artificial.
There is such a thing as the day but it doesn't necessarily have to impact how you go
about your business so we said what happens if we run this particular unit
continuously? " This actor understands the concept of rotation of the earth to be a natural
inherent property of life but explains that only recently did he separate work shifts from
this same category. He reminds himself that shifts are rather arbitrary human
constructions. A team member who recently began work at a new company gave an
example of how this understanding shapes his approach,
"The very first week I was here I had to expedite an order. I told them I needed to
take it to the customer now. They said 'Well, you can 't. ' Isaid, 'why can't 1?'
They said, 'well, we're implementing this new computer system and you don't
have the packing document or something.' I said,' well, let me explain it to you
this way. I can and here's how I'm going to and here's what I'll do later to try to
make you feel better about your paper work, but no, I can'. These guys just stood
there with their mouths open. I told them, 'I'll come back and I'll apologize later
for being abrupt but I've got to go.' And they're like, 'you can't take that part'. I
came back and I explained to them later why I did what I did. I say, we can do
anything we want. We made it up. We 'll make it up some more... can't isjust a
state of mind. "
He attempts, through his action and explanation, to impart the revelation that the
organization's rules and constraints are constructions that can be remade. Another team
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member explains that the focus should shift from the units that subsume employees and
activities to the activities and the customer, "So it'sjust a whole different way of looking
at things ".
This realignment of perspective around the customer, facilitated through the
experiences described in this paper, reveals taken for granted structures that circulate in
the organization and the economy more generally merely ideas, inventions. Embedded
within these ideas are beliefs, norms, and ideologies. Team members understand that
ideas, such as functions, are treated like things. As a result their existence and use has not
been critically examined or questioned. More importantly they are confronted by the
realization is that these reified ideas have become real and meaningful in their own
minds. They have directed their thinking and actions. Some abstract logic has become
naturalized and objectified in their minds. Although team members recognize the
activities of the organization deviate from formal notions such as organization charts,
rules, procedures, authority, they have not questioned the underlying logic of this formal
structure. However, now they realize this is not the case.
They uncover what Meyer and Rowan (1977) called "the myths that are binding"
(p. 44). Practices, routines, roles, structures that appeared relatively immutable are not
and are imbued with purpose that outweighs their economic rationality. The source of this
logic of organizing is values that have become taken-for-granted as facts. Norms have
been built into routines and rules, taking on meaning.
As they begin to examine and redesign the organization from this broader
perspective they come to realize that organizational experiences are constrained by
abstractions such as functions, work shifts, departments and further, that these concepts,
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constrain thoughts and actions. In other words, they encounter the reified nature of the
organization and its implications for perception, interpretation, and action. This
realization is transformational in that what had been understood to be empirical
intransigent facts become understood as processes and objects are transformed into
relations. Most importantly, they come to see the organization as a means, not an end. In
understanding the whole and mutable state of the organization, they identify the
opportunity and their capability to remake things.
With an end-to-end mindset, team members view the organization as a means not
an end. They also understand that they have been working in their prior roles as though
the organization was an end in itself. Even in approaching change, their focus was the
organization as an end rather than a concrete higher goal. In their critiques of the
organization prior to joining the project, team members focused on organizational change
as an end but now they realize it is a means, a means of satisfying the customer. They
come to reconceptualize the organization as a means to serving the customer. They have
readjusted their focus and are now looking at the end state, focusing on a principle.
To understand the organizing logic of some aspect of your life is not based on an
essential principle, not really how things have to be because it is part of nature, is an
astounding discovery. It provokes not a merely a moment of reflection - a conscious
examination of frames and understandings. It incites a realization that the categories,
logics, and beliefs used in everyday life have been laden with a sense of truth and
inevitability which they do not necessarily have. Much of what they had taken for granted
also harnessed their imagination; but once these assumptions are revealed and confronted
as human inventions and organizational constructions, the team members experience a
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sense of revelation. They begin to imagine that the world can be otherwise. They can
design without "a preconceived notion of how things should be. "
Recognition of mutability opens up unconsidered avenues of action and
possibilities for change. Team members are transformed by this realization. They
describe this realization as an "epiphany '" as being "awakened" or encountering "a
turning point". "I can't go back to seeing the world as I used to ". The experience is
profound for some, "it was the best experience in my corporate experience...it changed
my life. "The changes in team members are noticed by others, "People in (the company)
notice the difference in me. I have had a couple ofpeople mention this. I was sitting with
(a colleague) after a meeting, she used to work for me and she looked at me and she said
'God, you are just a different person Jeff ' And I said 'yeah I really am'. So people see
(a change in me). Another team member explained, "It's justfascinating to me how
different I am... my view of the world is so much different. I just have such a different
perspective on what is difficult and what is possible. "
Such a radical epistemological discovery does not pave the way for another
totalizing logic. The team members do not become converts to BPR. In breaching the
taken-for-granted these actors can no longer fully engage or be committed to a logic.
Even if the reorganization of work occurs (which it doesn't in every case), the team
members face the prospect of returning to a role within this larger system. They will
return to a daily life in which they cannot see the whole and in which they work with
others who have not come to understand the reified nature of the organization. Further, if
the organization is a means and not an end, not something to be pursued in and of itself, it
loses its appeal. The idea of returning to their jobs is not an appealing thought for the
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transformed team members. In attempting to change the organization, individuals are
changed and no longer fit in the organization. The transformed team members become
meta-actors who prefer to work at higher systems level invoking the end-to-end
perspective. When they understand this change in their interests, they begin to sift
through the consequences for their work and career. What do they want to do after the
team wraps up? As an alternative to returning to their jobs team members seek out other
opportunities that will allow them to keep doing this work. They want to continue to
experience this broader perspective and working in a role that provides them with a sense
of making a difference. They want to continue doing this work and as a result this calls
into question continuation of career trajectory.
6.7 Consequences
Individuals - The acceptance of this change in their perspective and career orientation is
difficult. First, they realize this change is irreversible and in this sense they are "ruined".
A team member explained that this realization "ruins the person 's perspective in a good
way" and another said "They (project leader) told us this is going to ruin you for other
work for the rest ofyour careers. You are not going to be able to work in a traditional
hierarchical b.s. driven political company that doesn 'tfocus on process and so forth and
they were pretty much right. " They are ruined in the sense that they cannot cross back
over the line and reverse this understanding. Second, they members feel a sense of regret
that they have only just come to this understanding. A team reflected, "I keep thinking to
myselfifI knew then what I know now. IfI think back about all the different divisions that
I have worked in and all the programs I have been involved ifl knew this process stuff if
I really knew it. I think to myself this is exactly what we needed 15 years ago on this
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particular subject or that particular initiative. So it does kind of bother me. " Another
team member uses his regret to propel his future action, "I sit here now and think man,
we could have done so much. So, now is my opportunity to do so much. " Third, this new
perspective is a burden.
Although they don't turn back, they realize there is a struggle ahead. The idea of
continuing to do this sort of work also involves a sense of dread. The work is hard.
Changing organizations is challenging. It is also a never ending pursuit causing a team
member to explain that he doesn't know where it ends, "I don't know how to land this
thing (change work). How do we get down? " Another said, "Ifl'd have known how hard
it would have been I would have never started, now that I've started I'd never go back. "
Finally, "there is a beginning but not an end... because you never quite reach panacea...It
doesn't mean you don't have wins. It doesn't mean you don't chalk up successes. It just
means you can keep going and going and going. " They have to accept the co-existence of
radically different understandings of reality and resign themselves to conflicting
assumptions in the organization about how production should occur.
Of the 57 team members, 34 were exposed to the three necessary experiences
described above. Of these 34, 18 remained in the organization working for change.
Another 12 left the organization for other change related opportunities. The other four
team members are in states of transition: two are looking for other opportunities and two
are less than a year from retirement. The 23 team members who did not experience a
transformation continued in their prior roles in the organization, moved laterally, or were
promoted. It is important to note that the failure of the project, being shelved or
abandoned, did not negate a transformative experience. Alternatively, those who had
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worked on projects that were terminated or failed described transformative experiences.
A member of a team who worked on a failed project explained, "I would, I would do it
today again. I sure would. Even that we didn't go through with this, even with that bad
taste in my mouth... if was asked to produce something along this same scope, like a
redesign or something but on a different kind ofproject, I'd be there in a heartbeat. Even
with this bad taste, because the things is, where I'm at, all of that work is not lost. There
are volumes and volumes of stuff that someone maybe sooner than I think, is going to
look at and say, we don't need to reinvent the wheel. Somebody 's going to pick up this
and all of a sudden one day we are going to wake up and we are going to be moving. "
Organizations - The implication for organizations is an immediate loss of
specialized, experienced employees. The team members were selected on the basis of
their respected abilities and knowledge of the organization. The loss of these team
members is a significant implication for organizations. If aware of this unintended
consequence, organizations can make attempts to reboard employees after the project.
This may mean placing them on another project in the organization or in a role where
they can affect some other change. A second for organizations is that these actors, once
transformed, are engines of organizational change projects and may contribute to the
proliferation of projects in organizations which may be a diversion or drain of needed
resources.
Cultural Infrastructure - As transformed team members carry on down the path
of BPR projects, they reproduce the idea, ideology, and practices of BPR. They join and
make up a community of "users" who draw on the cultural materials provided by the
cultural industry. However they are artful users who selectively borrow, modify, and
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apply the materials. I examine how their relationship to the cultural infrastructure
changes over time in Chapter 7.
6.8 Conclusion
This study of seven change teams in five organizations provides an alternative
perspective regarding the experiences of employees involved in organizational change.
First, employees do not designate themselves as interested and enter into a recruitment
channel. Employees are selected for participation. Second, participation requires a set of
skills and knowledge that are not developed in the course of a professional and
management career. Third, it is through the course of project work and experience that
employees may become committed to working on restructuring organizations. It is
important to note that this commitment is generated during the course of redesigning an
organization and is independent of implementation or outcomes. These employees do not
begin as motivated, committed change actors; however, through their participation in the
project many describe experiencing an awakening, a sense of liberation, a transformation
of self. The ideas and goals of organizational change become meaningful to employees
through this process. The result of this is that the actors do not want to return to their
previous roles in the organization. They reconsider their career plans and seek out
opportunities for continued participation in change work.
The work of organizational change or restructuring becomes meaningful to team
members as a result of a particular set of work and experiences. These experiences occur,
in large part, as a result of planned organizational change. Senior members of the
organization set the bounds of the project, allocate resources, and approve the project
team's plan. The teams are lead by professionals who set the agenda and tasks for the
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duration of the project. Further, these activities are embedded within a larger community
that provides support, resources, and alternatives for the team members. Although project
leaders need the support and efforts of team members, they are not intentionally
transforming team members. Their priority and responsibility is organizational change.
The transformation occurs under conditions of slack resources - time, money, or human -
which provide team members with the opportunity to learn, reflect, build and analyze
representations, and reconsider their assumptions and ideas about organizations. More
specifically, a transformation occurs when employees see, for the first time, the work of
the organization as a whole and understand their prior perspective to be partial and
particularistic. They reflect on their experiences - their role, actions, critiques, and
aspirations - as narrow, inconsequent, and fatuous.
The result of this process of "dereification" is that the actors do not want to return
to their previous roles in the organization. Through this experience, actors are made
aware that their capacity to think creatively, openly about organizational problems and
solutions was constrained by mere ideas that had become sedimented into immutable
structures. As such, these actors remind themselves and those around them that these are
ideas, only. They are guarded against the possibility that ideas, including process,
become constraining "things", structures. In this way, their experience on project team
offers more than an entree into a new institutional realm. It facilitates their capacity to
move beyond institutions, beyond the hegemonic, and to think the unthinkable (Ewick
and Silbey 1998). To be clear, the team members do not use terms such as cognition,
institutions, reification, agency, or hegemony. They cannot name their experience. They
do not have a broader, analytic view of their experience in relation to 56 others. They
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relay a set of activities, a body of knowledge, and a concrete realization they experienced
about the way organizations structure and manage work. Although some team members
discuss the spill-over of this project work to their experience as a customer, catching a
flight, waiting for a cappuccino, or a tax payer, being selected for jury duty, the
consequences are largely contained within the realm of organizations, work, and their
career. Project teams do not create political radicals, but they create agents with the
capacity and commitment to creating one of the most important forms of social change in
the past century - organizational change.
This study identifies an important side effect of organizational change projects,
the creation of motivated, skilled agents of change who move within and across
organizations with a focus on restructuring work. They are shaken from their careers and
place in the organization through their participation in organizational change. This occurs
through a process of radical education. By outlining the process through which this
transformation occurs, and the role of meaning and in this process, I show how in
concrete detail how action and meaning are linked.
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Chapter 7: Being an Agent for Change: Appropriation and decoupling
as a pragmatic strategies for introducing BPR
7.1 Introduction
Employees who become committed to working for organizational change have to learn
how to translate their interest into action. They have to make decisions about how to
introduce and manage a BPR project.
Studies of actors' strategies find that "good" agents make careful judgments about
what is practicable in the context (Dutton et al. 2001). Because the organizational context
can impede, shape, and filter change efforts (Bansal 2003) these actors choose strategies
that are based in part on "contextual sense making" (Dutton et al 2002 p. 355). They read
the context and are resourceful in gathering support. "Savvy" agents frame new ideas or
practices in terms of the organization's existing language and logics (Czarniawska and
Joerges 1996, Fligstein 1997). Actors also cultivate the given organizational context for
potential opportunities, allies, and resources to support their change agendas (Creed and
Cooper 2008, Meyer and Minkoff 2004).
In addition to working within the local context, actors manage how their personal
commitments to BPR are revealed and enacted in the process of introducing BPR. The
actor's association with the idea of BPR, use of BPR language, tools, and project
prescriptions, and relations in the cross-organizational community, are all potential
resources in a project. They may also be ineffectual or damaging to the actor's
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fundamental commitment to removing taken-for-granted structures that prevent the
organization from being a means to serve the customer.
From this perspective the work of the actors becomes more complex. They are
working in relation to two contexts for action: the organization; and the prescriptive
culture and broader community of BPR. An important part of their strategy involves
making decisions about how to work between these two contexts, which to draw on, and
how to balance them. They can view their BPR projects from both perspectives and have
to find a way to apply prescriptions of ideal approaches to non-ideal situations. In making
decisions about how to bring BPR into the organization, these actors are a link between
the macro and micro forces that influence efforts of organizational change (Dutton et al.
2002). The actors are located between the particular organization and the general
resources and move between these two realms. Not only do they have to make sense of
the local situation but they have to make decisions about which resources to use and how
to use them.
Agency, a central concept in this dissertation, is a problematic concept. Emirbayer
and Mische (1998) provide a thorough critique of the treatment of the concept in the
sociological literature and a model which reconceptualizes agency. They propose that
agentic behavior involves reflection and activity based on three temporal periods:
iterating on the past, imagining the future and acting in the present. The decisions and
actions we take in the present are a function of our capacity to understand and assess
given habits within the context of potential future alternatives. This model allows for an
interplay between the habitual, repetitive, and reproduction aspects of agency (for
example Bourdieu) and the purposeful, reflexive, goal seeking, and deliberative aspects
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of agency (for example rational choice and phenomenology). Individual differences in
this capacity have implications for the "degrees of maneuverability, inventiveness, and
reflective choice shown by actors in relation to the constraining and enabling contexts of
action" (Emirbayer and Mische 1998, p. 964).
In this chapter, I borrow and modify this framework to theorize a case of agentic
behavior - the introduction of BPR into an organization. In this case, the actors, in
addition to moving between past and future, move between the realms of the environment
and the organization. They must, in making decisions about strategies and approaches,
iterate between their commitment to BPR and the specific circumstances of the
organization.
I analyze how actors in organizations introduce and manage BPR projects.
Examining the strategies of actors in five organizations, I find variation in these strategies
with respect to two realms: the environment and organization. I considered how the
actors make use of external and internal resources in introducing BPR. I plot all five
cases with respect to these realms below in Diagram 4. To facilitate theorizing, I examine
two cases (E and C) in which the actors' strategies are opposing or polar with respect to
these two realms (Pettigrew 1988, Eisenhardt 1989).
Diagram 4: Locating Organizations with respect to Key Change Actor's Strategy
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In case C, the actor has chosen to tightly couple with the environment and make
limited use of internal resources. In case E, the actor has chosen to decouple from the
environment while significantly appropriating and converting internal resources.
As part of this analysis, I show that actors not only make decisions about how to
move between the two realms but also that how they do this changes as they become
more experienced. I triangulate the case data presented with data from career interviews
in which 30 organizational actors describe their approach to introducing BPR and how
this changed with experience. Using this data, I interpret the differences across the five
cases to be the result of differences in experience.
Through each project, actors have the opportunity to accumulate experience and
develop their capacity to introduce and manage BPR projects. They may become better at
sense-making in new contexts but they also become more discriminating users of general
BPR resources. They develop their own toolbox of resources. This personal toolbox is
stocked with tools and tricks developed through their own experiences of success and
failure combined with resources offered by the BPR industry.
As actors gain more experience they begin to decouple themselves from the
environment and draw more on local resources and their own experiences. I discuss the
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approach used by the experienced change actor in case E as pragmatic. With maturity,
actors move from working with the general to working with the specific. They shed their
idealism and purist commitment, and embrace a pluralism of approaches. They come to
understand the contingent - good for some purposes but not for others - nature of the
discourse and practices offered by the environment.
However, their ideological commitment to the idea of a process based
organization and the place of the customer as the stakeholder whom the organization
should serve remains. They rely on the environment to reflect on and align their
experiences with the achievement of this goal. The environment is no longer a source of
prescriptions and practices but a community of discourse (Mansbridge 1995). It becomes
a realm in which actors share values and commitments and shore up inspiration for
themselves and others in the organization.
In the next section, I describe the actors. I then present a description of the actors'
strategies in Case A and E and discuss them in relation to the experiences of earlier
generations of actors.
7.2 The Actors
Who are the actors? The actors who introduce BPR are the "process czars" identified in
Chapter 5. They work in a group that is dedicated to reflecting on strategies and practices.
The group may be permanent such as a quality, strategic planning, or organizational
effectiveness department or the group may be temporary such as a committee or
commission-like body that is tasked with developing recommendations. They provide
suggestions, advice, and apply pressure on decision-makers. They specialize in the
general enterprise of improving, fixing, and changing the organization. The actor has
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resources, temporal and financial, to observe and reflect on the core activities of the
organization.
Promoters of ideas and practices recognize these actors as potential mobilizers or
stumbling blocks and so they are targets of their efforts. Actors in these groups are
relatively senior in the organization, usually directors, but they are not decision makers.
However, they are a means of gaining access and insight into the senior decision makers
who the promoters ultimately want to influence. The existing literature on adoption does
not make this useful and empirically-grounded distinction. There are two sets of actors
who external promoters of ideas and practices are trying to reach: the decision-maker but
also the foot-soldier. Not only are both necessary for adoption but they are both possible
points of entry into the organization. Foot-soldiers may influence adoption processes.
Although all of the actors who attempt to introduce BPR into their organization
have the stated goal of using BPR to create long-term, sustained change, not all initiatives
achieve these outcomes. This paper does not provide prescriptions for successful
introductions but the issue of project outcomes is unavoidable. Are some strategies more
probabilistically related to success than others? Perhaps; however, there are multiple
factors at multiple levels that influence the course of a project.
Many things are out of the control of the change initiators. Some things are in
their control including: the framing of their initiative; the education of executives and
senior managers; the scale and related timeline of the initiative; the communication; the
tactics used including methods and tools. These are the actions and decisions I consider.
What I observe is that actors become more resourceful and creative in this work with
time and experience. They become free or untethered from the prescriptions offered in
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the environment and more confident in thinking through what will work in their
organization. As a rule of thumb, sociological studies have found that having access to
and drawing on multiple sources of power is related to better outcomes (Ewick and
Silbey 1998, Leifer 1991, Padgett and Ansell 1992). However, even with these attributes,
contextual factors may contribute to a failed introduction.
7.3 Strategies for Introducing and Implementing BPR
In this section, I present a description of the actors' strategies in cases E and C. The cases
differ in degree along two axes. First, actors draw on external resources, provided by
promoters in the environment, in different ways and to different degrees to bring BPR
into the organization. Some actors choose to decouple from or loosely couple their efforts
with the language, prescriptions, and symbols attached to BPR. Second, actors have
different approaches to appropriating internal resources for their cause. Instead of casting
off existing operational models, some actors use them as a partial vehicle for introducing
and implementing BPR.
In Case C, the actor, a new practitioner, leads a change initiative that is tightly
coupled to the environment and is built without connection to existing projects. In Case
E, the actor, despite sharing an ideological commitment to BPR, makes decisions to
downplay the identification of BPR and embeds her project within other organizational
initiatives.
7.3.1 Case C (Durable Products)
Henry Matthews, a young up and coming Director, was appointed by the CEO of Durable
Products to lead a BPR initiative: "The CEO called me into his office and said we are
going to do this and I want you to lead this. And I said well I don't really know how to
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lead it (laughs) and he (CEO) said well you gave a good speech now go and back it up. "
Within two years the initiative was cancelled when the CEO resigned. The team achieved
very little in terms of organizational change. The case is not provided as an example of
failure but as an example of ambition. The ambition was to "do it right ", a real BPR
project in terms of scale but also in terms of approach. The existing change resources in
the organization were dismissed as irrelevant and BPR was imported using all new
resources: people, tools, and infrastructure.
The project was approved based on work of a small group of Directors and VPs to
flesh out one of Durable Product's five strategic issues - customer experience and
retention. Henry led the team in this assignment. They iteratively collected data on
customers' experiences and scanned the external environment for ideas. They began
reading, attending seminars and became focused on BPR. Taking the advice offered in
the cultural realm they conducted a number of exercises. First, through the course of a
half dozen customer visits, they developed an understanding of what it was like to be a
Durable Product's customer. The experience involved multiple points of contact within
Durable Products and across these contacts very different levels of service. For example,
if a customer wanted to change their address they would be passed through eight to nine
people before this simple transaction was complete. The group completed the "Staple
yourself to the Order " exercise and also borrowed a trick that GTE used and that Michael
Hammer promotes. They put together a short videotape of what customers experienced
when they received their product (the major point of complaint across customers). Prior
to presenting their findings to the leadership team, they were able to talk a few key
members into attending a Hammer seminar. When they presented their findings and the
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recommended solutions provided by BPR, the decision to pursue the BPR path was made
in 24 hours.
The scale of initiative was large and Henry Matthews set out to do it "the quality
way". To do this, Henry along with a hand picked team of employees, spent seven
months laying the foundation for the project. The team followed the prescribed
methodology found in readings, seminars, and visits to other organizations doing this
work. They developed a communications process and a training course. In addition to
training classes, brown bag question and answer forums were held. Employees were
invited to attend and ask questions. Members of the executive and senior management
were sent to seminars to learn about BPR. The work plan they laid out was significant. It
involved a complete redesign of the organization. Work involved in five core business
processes would be identified and redesigned in the course of 5 years. 35 employees were
assigned to work full-time on the project.
The organization supported an entire change infrastructure, something that
resembled a new department. In addition, the process redesign initiative was promoted by
the CEO as an important plan of the organization's future and the members of the team
were talked about as "the cream of the crop". Team members describe the visibility they
received as uncomfortable and their enthusiasm was perceived as "zealotry".
Internally there were potential resources that could have been converted. The
Quality Department at Durable Products was fairly traditional using TQM in the ISO9000
certified manufacturing process. However, they recently introduced Six Sigma which was
an approach championed by Durable Product's parent company. These experiences and
resources were not used. In retrospect, Henry Matthews explained that they were not
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perceived as relevant because they were not customer focused or holistic in their
approach.
In reflecting on his experience, Henry identifies a few things he could have done
differently and that inform his on-going change work in his current organization. First, if
he could have shown the new management team some of the fruits of the work, he may
have been able to convince them to continue on with the work. However, his chosen
strategy of setting up a large change infrastructure and going through all the prescribed
change steps meant that although they had "easily identified $150 million in
savings... they(the new management team) was not ready to pull the trigger on a project
that big and take that kind of risk". The team did not have any evidence that they knew
how to do this and that in doing it they could reap these identified savings. At the same
time, the team's work was becoming known outside the organization. Their governance
structure, team processes, and walls were prototypes: "Boeing came in and benchmarked
us... They brought in their teams from St Louis and California. Their CIO David Swain
came in and we had a great Q and A, but with all that said and all the great work that
was done. We went for a home run ...instead of going for small wins".
In addition to investing in small projects that demonstrated the concept of BPR
and the benefits of it, Henry recognizes that there are other approaches and methods that
could have been blended to do the work including Baldridge methods: "So for me had I
had the Baldridge formula upfront and understood that criteria better we may have done
afew things differently... " Finally, Henry recognizes that he and the employees working
on the project did not temper their emotional response to BPR, "We were zealous almost.
We had to be very careful, and I don't know that we were always as careful as you should
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be. We were criticized for that... " Other employees found the group to be over excited
about a management idea.
7.3.2 Case E (State Insurance)
Katherine Milligan was hired to lead the quality department at State Insurance in 2002.
Industry regulations require that claims be processed, adjudicated, and paid within
particular time limits. Historically members of the department measured the performance
of departments against regulatory requirements, industry standards, and company goals.
They worked to close any gaps 9. By the mid 1990s the department had decentralized
most of this work and began to expand its domain by considering new ways of thinking
about quality including total quality management, continuous quality improvement,
strategic process management, and Six Sigma. They embarked on a number of projects
such as developing a quality improvement process, which won the Malcolm Baldridge
State Quality Award, and later commissioning a large consulting firm to design a
complimentary operations model.
With a new senior management team in place, Katherine took on the quality job
because, in addition to personal reasons, she was intrigued by the problems of the
organization and the apparent commitment of management to change things. However,
she was not interested in quality improvement and took the job with the unannounced
intention of creating a process-based organization.
Katherine became involved in organizational change earlier in her career when
the hospital she worked in was "reengineered". Through her involvement in that process,
she became a BPR consultant and had amassed considerable experience over the past
9 This often involved time studies. A quality representative sat and observed a worker for several hours.
The steps and elapsed time were recorded and then compared against the company's "R.E.s", the
reasonable expectations of performance.
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decades. Despite, knowing exactly what she wanted to do with the organization,
Katherine spent the first two years working to reshape her job and department. During
those years she reorganized her group of 25 people. A small number of people were spun-
off into a separate quality group, which continued the monitoring work, and she
handpicked four individuals to remain with her in a new group called process
management. She began talking with members of the management team, individually,
about getting away from incremental quality improvements to overhauling the
organization of work.
They began with small projects that they considered experiments. The point of
departure was not the redesign of a process but the redesign of a segment of work in a
larger process. In beginning to identify and redesign portions of processes, "we did not
declare a transformation. We decided to let the work show the way ". So as we worked
"we collected evidence that showed we needed to change the structure to support the
process as opposed to declaring that the structure need to change because we were
moving down a process path. That actually made it easier for our company, doing it this
way. " Through this small project, she brought an example of what she wanted to do to
the CEO. At the same time that she revealed this work and results, Katherine introduced
the CEO to a prominent guru who spent several one-on-one occasions discussing the idea
with him. She describes these interactions as the way through which "interest was
generated...it became meaningful for him ".
In 2002, Katherine's title changed was changed, at her request, to Director of
Process Management. She began to develop a plan for creating a process based
organization - "the big idea". "We have the big idea. Here 's the end state. At some point
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in the future the organization is going to look like X, what we call the big idea. Between
now and the big idea we have to do a lot ofstuff...See, that's the trick of it. " With this big
idea in hand, she organized an off-site meeting of senior management in which she
introduced a process model of organization design. However, she did not begin with a
clean sheet of paper, or a generic model. Rather, she created a model from two existing
artifacts that were known to managers: "what I did was rather than using a blank slate,
which is sometimes difficult to manage people through, what I did was took things that
were familiar to them and used that as a launch point". The first was State Insurance's
Baldridge submission - "of course in that application and in that winning submission is a
process management model. Now it 's not very good but it was a good starting point. So
that's basically what we used. I edited it because some of it was just wretched. " In
addition, she took the recommended model a consulting house created an operating
model for the company. "It was also pretty wretched but it did have some processes.
People were used to talking about it - it was verbiage and a model that people were
familiar with. " She used modifications of these as a segue to the big idea.
Katherine speaks candidly about the trade-offs and consequences that result from
her approach. For example, she hasn't been able to engage employees in a BPR literacy
campaign and get them "speaking process", seeing the big idea and understanding the
implications. She is slowly working on diffusing the idea in the organization. However,
she has a particular idea about how to do this. She is currently training a select group of
employees in Six Sigma so that they can continue to identify local and systemic problems
in the work flow. Katherine and her small group of experts will work to incorporate
-116-
these findings into the process architecture. This will take another year and then she will
plan for a wider base of participation.
7.4 Introducing BPR: The trade-off between Inspiration and Perspiration
Gesturing to a pile of seminar binders, management books, BPR textbooks, and papers in
the corner of her office, Katherine Milligan explains that she uses these resources 'for
inspiration but not for perspiration ". The cultural producers of BPR offer organizational
actors an ideology, terminology, slogans, narratives, tactics, and tools. The texts,
videotapes, and seminars are dogmatic about not only what counts in the category of BPR
but how a project should proceed. In their particular, local contexts, actors are challenged
to enact this orthodoxy.
Actors have to make decisions about how or whether to couple their projects in
organizations with these prescriptions. I find, via career interviews that these decisions
change as actors gain experience with BPR and organizational change more generally.
Actors recently exposed to BPR, like Henry Matthews, tend to be zealous and manage
their aspirations poorly, beginning with a large, highly-visible project that requires
significant resources, iteration, and time for results. They may be somewhat rigid about
how things are done, what tools are used, and what things are called. In addition, in
framing and communicating the project, they concern themselves with creating an
identity in the organization that connects themselves and the project to the broader BPR
community. They engage in time-consuming activities that focus on defining themselves
and their group in relation to other management ideas.
These actors are in the process of experiencing themselves as agents for change.
Through interactions with others in the organization and ongoing experience that team
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members become conscious of their status and association with change. A project leader
who worked on his first big change initiative 6 years ago reflected on this,
"I realized that I was a change agent because others recognized me to be
that...most people couldn't honestly tell you that they knew that they were good at
change at a certain point in time...I think it is really about the time that others
come to you ... and say you are the right guy to do this... That is how I realized I
am a change agent...It starts with your boss saying I need you to go do this tough
project and as long as you keep being tapped to do things higher up on the ladder
you are probably pretty good at it. "
This new identity is tightly connected with their commitment to BPR. With
experience, actors talk about separating the idea of being a change agent and being
committed to BPR. In particular, actors come to talk about balancing their specific
commitment to BPR with their general commitment to making change in the given
circumstance. Richard, a project champion in a financial services firm, with 13 years of
BPR experience, spoke at length about this:
"I think in many cases people get enamored with the theory. The theory makes
sense to them and they can't mentally adapt to the needs of the real world. So no
matter how much I like this theory, ifI can 't make it work in the real world to
deliver results, it doesn't really matter. I can make the mental compromises that
say, you know what, we're not going to go right to the final destination perfectly
and quite honestly we may never get there, but we can take steps in the right
direction. We can see real success all along the way, that is measured in terms of
the way we're delighting our customers... my desire to keep learning and
adapting the theory to the real world is probably what makes me different than
many of the folks who are focused on concepts like process and are pushing
process.
Richard identifies an attachment to the theory or ideology of BPR, including the methods
and language that get in the way of making change. Despite his commitment to BPR as
an ideology and career, Richard's day-to-day goal is make BPR as a general concept
work in a specific situation. He recognizes that this sometimes means deviating from the
expected means and ends of BPR. He rejects a purist approach.
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Paul a team member at Durable Products who went on to initiate change two at
other organizations echoes Richard's comments:
"The idea is wonderful. Absolutely can't argue with it... I'm not comparing BPR
to a cult but there's a zealotry there in some people. It makes sense to them.
[Interviewer: Well, it makes sense to you too but you haven't become zealous
about it.] No, it makes entire and complete sense to me. You just have to
communicate it in a way that others can accept. "
He identifies an important issue. The language used to introduce, frame, and
communicate a BPR project may reflect the level of maturity and experience of the
organizational change actor. Actors like Richard and Paul have through experience come
to be able to separate their approach, language, and identity from the ideology of BPR.
They are committed to this ideology but present it in ways that facilitates the project.
John who has developed a career working BPR projects across organizations begin in
1991, current works in a pharma company that is struggling to change. In talking about
his personal stance he explains, "I'm married to process...process as a way of thinking"
He goes on to explain that he is open to using multiple tactics to achieve this way of
thinking and that because of that members of the organization wouldn't identify him as
"process person". Within the organization, these actors manage their identification with
BPR closely to avoid appearing zealous about or overly aligned with BPR.
Roger, a champion of BPR in a consumer goods company, recalls experiencing
difficulty earlier in his career because of this open support for BPR:
"I was personally ridiculed a bit, coming in the door, talking about the power of
process and sometimes in a kidding way, sometimes maybe by people who just
thought I was a crackpot and nuts. There was this real misconception that there
was a difference between process and results, and that there was a difference
between process people and results people, and that process somehow was
outside the business. "
However, with time he learned to reveal and use this zealotry selectively: "sometimes you
have to be a catalyst to get over that hump and to stop the stupid behavior".
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In doing this work, actors modify BPR ideals significantly and take different
paths toward the goal of a process-based organization based on their previous change
experience and their assessment of what is possible in their current circumstances. As
they mature, actors find ways of balancing the inspiration provided in the institutional
environment with the perspiration required in the organizational context. This involves
decoupling their identities, tactics, and language from the institutional environment.
7.4.1 The Environment as a Source of Inspiration
Experienced actors lose their commitment to the discourse of BPR and the prescribed,
rigid methods and tools. At the same time they remain committed to the ideology or
philosophy of BPR, in particular, the customer as the primary stakeholder. It is the higher
purpose, not "the other details", that is durable over time and across situations. The
implication of this is that in language and action they are not purists. They are focused on
building process-based organizations and do what takes in particular situation. By
drawing on multiple tools, vocabularies, texts, and authorities they demonstrate a broader
institutional basis or commitment in the change process.
This stance in relation to the BPR resources provided in the external environment
resembles what Mansbridge (1995) calls a community of discourse. In discussing women
who identify as feminists, she says "the "movement" is made up of women figuring out
and telling one another what they think makes sense, and what they think can explain and
help crack the gender domination that they feel and are beginning to understand... this
discursively created movement is the entity that inspires movement activists and is the
entity to which they feel accountable. It is changing, open to new insights and
interpretations, but consistent at its core: the commitment to ending male domination."
(Mansbridge 1995, p. 28-29). As members of a broader community of actors who are
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committed to BPR, they are part of a group who are experimenting with how to achieve
the core goal.
Mansbridge's description of the role of a community of discourse for feminists
mirrors the role of the external environment for these champions of change projects: to
"provide conscious goals, cognitive backing, and emotional support for each individual's
evolving feminist identity." (Mansbridge, 1995 p. 27). The texts, seminars, videos,
articles produced by the proponents of BPR are sources of backing and emotional support
for the actors. Despite their experience and knowledge, they periodically attend seminars
to be reinvigorated by the discussion, excitement, and charisma. They also bring their
staff with them so that they hear what other companies were doing, talk about their
struggles, and get immersed in the enthusiasm. The seminars provide encourage, support,
and revived rationale. This is also a space where they can openly and freely identify as
BPR champions.
The renewal aspect provided by the institutional environment is also necessary for
the continuation of the personal transformation they experienced in relation to an
organizational change project earlier in their career. This is because "the individual
appropriates the world in conversation with others and, furthermore, that both identity
and world remain real to himself only as long as he can continue the conversation...
(this) implies that (socialization) can never be completed...it must be an ongoing process
throughout the lifetime of the individual.. .(through) conversation with significant others"
(Berger 1969 p. 16). Organizational actors maintain their commitment to BPR through
interaction and dialogue with a larger community.
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The inspirational realm is primarily reserved for a select number of change actors
in the organization. However, the realm is also drawn on selectively to introduce key
members of the organization, executive managers and senior managers, to the external
BPR environment through books and seminars. In particular the seminars are highly
effective in "getting people excited about it and understanding it". The seminars work to
persuade not just because of the material and presentation but also because of mimetic
effects. David at consumer goods explains:
"I guess it must mean something that there is someone here from IBM and
someone is here from Shell and there are people from all kinds of big name
companies with lots of recognition ... you know, I am not totally beyond
manipulation. I was able to get a couple of our top leaders to go to a seminar
because I knew some of the senior people of our number two customer were going
to be at the seminar. Ifyou are in the same room for two days you will probably
get an opportunity to talk".
7.4.2 Perspiration: Selling BPR through Experimentation
Michael Hammer begins his four day Process Design and Implementation seminar by
asking the approximately 200 attendees, 'How many of you here have the support of your
CEO?' After 50 or 60 hands go up, he responds, 'Well, for the rest of you there is a
plane leaving at noon'. In written text he is more specific, "It is axiomatic that
reengineering never, ever happens from the bottom up" (Hammer and Champy 1993, p.
207). While major organizational change projects cannot be mandated and managed from
the bottom up, in the cases studied in this dissertation the projects emerge from within the
organization and are sold to top management in hopes of getting their support. In such
cases, the projects become top down initiatives.
Henry Matthews made a case for building a process-based organization drawing
on the resources and prescriptions suggested by the environment. He began by
introducing executives and senior managers to the ideology of BPR through seminars,
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articles, books, and presentations. He also exposed them to testimonials from executives
in organizations who had adopted BPR. To make a local case for BPR he and others
spent considerable time and resources meeting with customers and collecting their
grievances and concerns. He also instructed a colleague to work through the "staple
yourself to the order" described in Chapter 5. From these two exercises, Matthews put
together a presentation that identified a list of problems to which the solution was a large-
scale BPR project. In other words, he worked to develop a connection between the BPR
ideology and discourse and a set of tangible problems. In combination, such an effort can
generate approval for a project. What is missing is a demonstration of how the
application of a process logic to such problems can generate results. The project is
approved with a large amount of faith in this black-box process of change. This is about
generating confidence in BPR primary through resources from the environment.
Katherine Milligan also uses external resources in the course of her project but
their role, discussed above, is to generate inspiration and she draws on them to facilitate
rather than sell the project. To sell BPR at State Insurance Katherine builds a case for a
specific course of change. Her approach to this is to conduct a small experiment in the
organization. In doing so, she has the opportunity to collect data on how the work is
currently done - the inputs to the work, the work process, and the outputs of the work -
the problems found in this situation and the results provided by BPR. Her approach is
concrete, local, and active. This is an important observation. This approach overcomes
what an informant labeled the "catch 22 of organizational change": new ideas may not be
approved unless they can be shown to work - to generate results - but it is not possible to
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generate results unless the idea receives approval. An experiment or pilot can be used to
sell a project but also sustain the broader effort over time.
Henry Matthew, in reflecting on his experience, realizes that such an experiment
is necessary to introduce and sustain a change project.
"I think there is one enormous mistake we made and that was listening to the
outside advice and going for the homerun and that homerun involved waiting six,
eight, nine months.....Its that we decided not to go for small wins. We were afraid
of the effort breaking down into incrementalism. "
Experiments, pilots, or what Henry calls "small wins" create a fast, small version of the
larger idea. They are proof of concept; however, they are also heterodox because of their
scale. Such experiments are not cross-functional redesigns and do not reflect the scale or
strategic nature of a "true" BPR project (see Chapter 5). A "true" BPR project is a tall,
idealist order. As Ted, a careerist, explains "Dr. Hammer assumes that your redesign is a
strategic priority " and by association is a large scale endeavor. An experiment, it is
feared, can lead to an incremental project that focuses on part of a work process rather
than the entire process.
Experienced actors, like Katherine, have learned to interpret ideas like
"enterprise-wide transformation" as a desired end state but probably not a starting point.
Katherine has drawn a detailed map of the "big idea", a process-based organization with
a series of core and support processes. In a world without constraints, the change would
be radical and named a strategic propriety; however, Katherine considers what she has to
work with at the moment, how she will convince senior people at State Insurance, and her
time line. She modifies this inspired vision. She breaks it into smaller pieces, increments.
Katherine began mobilizing for and selling BPR while embedded in the
organization of a "competing idea". Katherine's experiments were conducted using the
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resources of the quality group. Drawing on the authority, relationships, and people of this
group, she was able to redesign some work. From within the quality group, Katherine
was able to do this work without explanation. Running a pilot project requires some
resources and questions. In her role in the quality department, Katherine had the
resources, the freedom from management, but also the time to conduct experiments. Prior
to selling the idea up the organization, Katherine needed to engage others in the
organization to do this work. In doing this she does not want to create a situation of
contestation between the existing and new possibilities because this negates their current
role and work. The implication of this is that instead of radical, discontinuous change,
change emerges out of and in relation to the established practices. This is because they
live on the existing quality resources and they don't want to bite the hand that feeds them.
Mobilization blends technical and rhetorical evidence but also in a dialectical discussion
with the previous change.
7.4.3 Perspiration: Attempting redesign with multiple methods
A systematic review of the literature and prescriptions for managing a BPR project found
a convergence in the recommended stages and activities described in Chapter 5
(Kettinger et al. 1997). In proceeding with projects, organizational actors make decisions
about which of these to use. Henry Matthews developed the elaborate governance and
team structure recommended in the literature. The project structure became a
bureaucracy. Jonathon who has been working on BPR projects for the past 10 years has
experienced the weight of such a bureaucracy:
"Hammer's structure has all these teams. He's got a team for each release. So
he's got three teams for each project at any given time, then he 's got multiple
projects and he 's got all these people. Pretty soon you look at that and you 're
like wow that's in the multi threading environment you're spending halfyour time
just keeping status on everything else and you start to say okay that model will
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break under its own weight at some point.... You understand why he's presenting
it, he's presenting it as an alternative view and the answer is somewhere in
between, depending on where your company is at and what your projects are. But
people can get frustrated. It's like you have to stop and say no you've got to
understand what he's doing. This is what he's presenting and this is why and this
is how it fits and you can totally see where there are opportunities for us to
implement parts of that."
Over time, Jonathan has learned not to take the advice too literally but to see it as a guide
for action or outline for possibilities but not the answer. He expects the ideas to be too
far out but they provide something to be modified for the circumstances.
Experienced organizational actors also learn not to worry about the plurality of
techniques available for organizational change projects. That is they stopped looking for
the "right ones" and became open to finding the appropriate ones. Jill, who began
working on BPR projects at Texas Instruments in the early 1990s, explained the "toolbox
approach" she came to use after working on several projects:
" We finally learned that the best way to position these (all change methods) was
to just talk about toolboxes. That there were a lot of different tools, capabilities,
and methods - quality tools, process approaches. The more robust your toolbox
was, the better positioned you were to use the appropriate tools for the
appropriate problem. "
She goes on to describe how this allowed them to avoid contention with ideas and
approaches that continued to flow from the quality group and create a sense of alignment
versus tension with what ever their efforts were.
Like Katherine, Jill encouraged drawing on existing organizational methods and
tools. Katherine made use of many of the project management resources available at State
Insurance even though they did not strictly relate to BPR. She drew on project leaders
from the organization's project management group. She educated former quality
professionals in BPR and encouraged them to continue on with methods and approaches
that they found applicable. In a significant break from BPR orthodoxy, Katherine
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modified the process mapping exercise and did not engage the project teams in building
"the wall". Instead the map was built by project leaders through a series of kaizen
sessions. She did this because she didn't feel she had the time for the group learning
experience and instead pushed her project managers to work on building the detailed
process map to be used to inform design.
With experience, organizational change actors can distance themselves from the
rigid, idealistic prescriptions for how to conduct a BPR project. They begin to understand
these prescriptions as suggestions that perhaps aren't meant to be implemented but are set
out as a standard that is assumed with be modified for the circumstances. They also
engage building a pluralistic toolbox that will help them find approaches that fit the
circumstances or "blend" multiple tools.
7.4.4 Perspiration: Talking about BPR without mentioning it
Actors learn that the way to reproduce the underlying form of interest is to decouple the
work they are doing from the vocabulary of BPR. They modify or do not use the
vocabulary in communicating the project in the broader organization.
This is done for one of two reasons. First, it avoids the history of illegitimacy of
reengineering and lingering by association around BPR. A project champion with a
decade of experience explained:
"There are some folks who are sick ofprocess...they don 't want to hear about
process, process, process. So we have attacked it from a terminology level instead
ofa conceptual level. We're getting the same point across, we are just not using
the process specific vernacular... it's been a struggle with the terminology. We
can be talking about the same thing, philosophically or conceptually, but using
terms so that people aren 'tfighting one another. "
Instead talking about redesign processes, some organizations talk about integrating work
or coordinating delivery.
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Second, it may come into conflict with local language and concepts. A member of
the State Insurance process office explained, "Iprefer to get to the problem and past the
labels ". This is particular important in cases like State Insurance in which the process
work emerged from the quality department. In order to avoid large discontinuities, the
language and symbols associated with BPR are downplayed or combined with existing
terminology to describe and work around BPR.
In doing this, they draw on existing resources and frameworks in the organization.
For example, Katherine drew on two documents familiar to senior managers in the
organization in introducing process. As she explained, the language and images were
already known. She was not throwing in new terminology or concepts but modifying
existing material. The process product recycles the language, process, and tools of the
quality department.
Paul, a team member at Durable Products who went on to initiate change projects
at two other organizations, took an approach he calls "guerilla process work". He
explained:
"Well, we're doing it but not calling it that. Because people can't accept it- and
that's a huge issue with process work ... calling it something that the culture that
you're working in can accept. The most success I ever had doing process was
calling it something different that was acceptable to the culture and doing what
they taught me in all those classes in Boston... We called it " the square
model"... Yeah, it's process work. absolutely process work ... but forget process
redesign, this is about how you deal with people, right? You've got to find what
terms and communications style work that for them and then get in their space
and manage the situation, right? It's the same everywhere... "
7.5 Discussion and Conclusion
Stylized accounts of the relationship between organizational actors and the environment
contain several problematic assumptions. First, theories of cultural production and neo-
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institutional theories do not distinguish empirically between organizational actors who
the institutional environment wishes to mobilize - the change actors described in this
paper - versus the high-level decision-making actors they wish to influence. This
refinement in thinking about the variety of organizational roles and actors involved opens
up channels of consideration between the environment and organizations. Further, it
brings to light a set of actors, who with the support of organization's resources, filter the
environment and select (and modify) material to bring into the organization.
Second, this analysis reveals that the relationship between the environment
pushing an organizational form and the organization actors is complex. Part of the
complexity is that organizational actors morph from being relatively monogamous with
respect to an organizational form to being polygamous in their approach and language.
Organizational actors engage in relationships with multiple institutional infrastructures
producing cultural and material resources for organizational change. From these
offerings they select and use tools, language, and approaches that they think might be
useful in their organization. What this indicates is that the organization is not surrounded
by "an environment" but rather by complex of ideas that are competing for dominance.
Third, complexity also emerges from thoughtful decoupling or loose coupling of
the organization's rhetorical and operational realms. The neo-institutional concept of
decoupling to refers to situations where external representations of an organization's
behavior differ from day-to-day behavior (Meyer and Rowan 1977). I find that within
organizations actors may purposively decouple from BPR. Decoupling allows for
simultaneous association with, reaping benefits, and buffering from the external
environment, protecting from negative associations. Association with the institutional
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realm is limited to a few actors in the organization and provides inspiration - fellowship
and the on-going maintenance of ideological commitments. The relationship of
organizational actors to the institutional environment resembles membership in a
community of discourse. At the same time, most members of the organization are
buffered the largely symbolic aspects of BPR - the metaphors, cultural distinctions,
narratives, and ritual. As an alternative to institutional resources, the change actors
invoke some combination of local approaches and those collected through their own
experience with BPR.
Fourth, these polygamous relationships and decoupling strategies are tethered by
the change actors' commitment to an ideology, a set of values and beliefs about the
purpose of the organization. That is, the ideology of the primacy of the customer is what
anchors the choices and approaches of the organizational change actors. Across situations
and time, this ideology remains the touch point for the actors. This finding runs counter
to practice theory, the dominant cultural theory, in which discourse and action,
observable practices, are the focus of tracking and describing cultural systems (Schatzki
et al 2001). Practice theory rejects consideration of the role of ideas in relation to action.
Values and beliefs, things that go on in the heads of actors, are not examined. It is argued
that key practices, not values, may anchor a cultural system (Swidler 1996).
Fifth, examination of the circumstances of decoupling strategies and identification
of an ongoing commitment to the ideology of BPR, reframes the practices of
organizational actors as pragmatism. In labeling the actors as pragmatic, I refer to the
thread of pragmatic theory that discusses the primacy of practice. Ideas or theories about
how to proceed are not separate from or prior to practices. Ideas are guidance but it is
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through experimentation and experience that we figure out how to proceed. Further, it is
through doing that we return to an idea and reshape it slightly and so there is an iterative
motion between prescriptions for how create a process based organization and the work
of trying to create change. As the organizational change actors gain experience, they
develop their own ideas about how to proceed. They are more selective about what to
take from prescriptions and how to shape this material.
Sixth, experienced change actors bricolage (Levi-Strauss 1966) or work with the
resources at hand, recombining them for new purposes. They creatively make do rather
than building a new internal complex for making change. Unlike members of the cultural
environment, they function in particular organizations with long histories and experiences
with multiple management ideas. Employees and managers are increasingly skeptical or
cynical of the "flavor of the month" change ideas. They enter into roles with constraints.
There is limited time and money for "business literacy" programs and specific training.
And perhaps, most importantly, the cycle time for everything, including organizational
change, keeps getting shorter. They have no choice but to work with what they have.
While the change actors mature beyond idealism, they do not reject ideology. The
institutional environment remains a source of inspiration. Their own toolbox of
experiences and mix and match methods and tools borrowed from the environment are
their sources for perspiration.
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"To prosper, institutions do not just need material resources and structurally
assured leverage over decision-making actors. They also need
legitimacy. "(Gusterson 1996 p.5)
Chapter 8: Conclusion
8.1 Conclusions
In this dissertation, I identify organizational change projects as sites of personal change.
Whether or not organizations change, projects have the potential to produce a new
category of actors whose interests transcend an organization. These actors come to
reconceptualize the organization as a means to serving the customer. They become
committed to changing organizations to achieve this principle.
Employees and managers selected to participate on project teams can, through an
amalgam of actions, experience a change in perspective. They come to see the structure
of the enacted organization and understand it as a human invention that has constrained
their perception, interpretation, and action. This recognition of the mutability of the
organizations opens up unconsidered avenues of action and possibilities for change. The
actors become committed to removing unquestioned routines that prevent the
organization from meeting the needs of the customer. They emerge from projects
mobilized to change organizations and with resources, including a relationship with an
external community, to support their efforts.
I develop a model that specifies the experiences through which BPR becomes
meaningful to and mobilizes organizational actors. First, actors experience a disruption in
their organizational role. They engage in new work activities that require that they change
their behavior and learn new skills. Second, actors require knowledge of the concept of
BPR, including the ideas and values embedded within, its place in history, and its
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legitimacy as a practice across the economy. Actors learn the BPR lens and learn of its
legitimacy in tandem. This experience provides actors with an interpretative lens of the
organization but also the change work they are doing. Third, actors must have the
opportunity to see the work of the organization as a whole. This provides them with a
systemic view of their organization's problems but it also emphasizes the role of
functional boundaries in these problems.
Together, I find that these experiences produce agents for change. Through a
rupture, the acquisition of a legitimate lens and an opportunity to observe a particular
representation of the organization and its problems, these actors become mobilized to
continue to work to change organizational circumstances. In specifying these
experiences, I identify the necessary role of the externally produced cultural resources
and relations developed around BPR. The actors' change in schema requires a
community outside the organization that promotes BPR and supports its diffusion
through books, seminars, conferences, and consortia.
It is important to note that these experiences occur prior to and independent of the
outcomes of the project. It is in the redesign of the organization that actors can be
transformed. This finding highlights the role of values and meaning inscribed in the
organizational form, separate from their instrumental purposes, in mobilizing actors.
As a result of these experiences actors seek opportunities to continue to change
organizations. Ibarra (1999) observes identification with a role or job lags participation in
a role. My data supports this finding. In particular, actors do not identify themselves as
change agents or actors until they have worked on more than one project. The realization
that they are agents for change occurs slowly and through work experience.
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With experience the change actors' relationship to the external BPR community
changes. Through the work of trying to change organizations, actors develop their own
toolbox of practices, heuristics, tools, and approaches. These are used in combination
with the prescribed tools or to modify prescribed practices. In drawing on their own set of
resources and the given resources of the organization, change actors decouple their
projects and approaches from the BPR community. However, they remain committed to
the belief that organizations are means to serving customers and to the goal of identifying
and removing organizational structures and routines that get in the way of serving the
customer. The BPR community becomes a realm in which the actors can revisit, reflect,
and renew this commitment.
The decisions and approaches of project leaders have large implications for the
production of agents for change. It is not that project leaders are not consciously trying to
facilitate or prevent this production of agents. Their focus is on changing the
organization. However, the experiences involved in transforming actors require a
relatively tight coupling to the external BPR community and resources. Project leaders,
like Katherine Milligan at State Insurance, who decouple from this external environment,
do not provide the opportunities that facilitate the transformation of team members into
agents for change.
A shortcoming of my study is that I cannot make claims about the relationship
between the strategies and approaches of project leaders and the outcomes of the projects.
The variation in project outcomes, combined with events and decision outside of the
control of project leaders, does not allow me to hypothesize what the relationship might
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be. I will continue to follow the progress of the projects studied and the role of BPR in
the organizations. I may be able to discuss this relationship in the future.
There are several streams of research that I plan to follow to extend this work.
First, I will continue to track the careers of 57 team members. As a part of this study I
have begun to ask team members to identify two to three other employees in the
organization that they believe are similar to them in terms of education, experience, and
background but do not work on organizational change projects. I will attempt to follow
the careers of these people as a control group.
In a separate project, I consider the questions: Does participation on a change
team represent a structural break in the employee's career? Are there long-term career
effects of participating in organization change? Do some employees veer from their
established careers and engage in a series of change projects within and then across
organizations? Do others remain unaffected by the experience? I plan to address these
questions using data on the careers of individuals who were members and leaders of
reengineering teams in the early 1990s. I am building a career data set of the team
members from 56 reengineering teams operating between 1991 and 1995. To develop a
pool of reengineering teams from the early 1990s, I draw on proprietary attendance lists
from reengineering educational seminars held between 1991 and 1995. I use the
combined methods of collecting the individuals CV and conducting a follow-up interview
to collect a complete career history.
8.2 Implications
These findings have important implications for organizations and the employees selected
to participate on teams. First, organizations risk losing specialized experienced
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employees to change work. The transformed team members do not fit back into the
organization. Accounts of the selection process reveal that high-performing, well-respect
employees are selected to work the projects. Further, the expectation of decision-makers
in the organization is that team members will be given a promotion or more responsibility
after their work on the project is completed. Organizations should consider how to
"reboard" team members to keep them engaged in the organization. A second implication
is that transformed team members want to continue to work for organizational change
and this requires that they initiate and sell projects. These actors contribute to the
proliferation of change projects which have implication of diverting time and resources
from other activities. In response, organizations should consider how to manage and
control the portfolio of projects it supports.
For employees selected to participate on these teams, the implications are large.
They embark on what may be a precarious career that does not have a ready-made
opportunity structure. They leave their given position and occupation to join a loose
collective of actors committed to an organizational form. Further, the cognitive change
that they undergo is experienced and reported as irreversible. As a result of an
organizational assignment, these actors are changed.
From a societal perspective the implications are also significant. The spread of the
principle of the customer as the primary or sole stakeholder has material implications for
the social order. This ideology precludes serious consideration of the consequences of
organizational change on employees. The change actors become the link between the
diffusion of this ideology in organizations.
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Organizational change projects have the potential to create agents with the
capacity and commitment to diffusing and producing one of the most important forms of
contemporary social change - organizational change.
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